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I  believe  that  there  is  one  subject  of  enquiry  which  is  of 
fundamental  interest.  It  is  the  study  of  the  conceptions 
which  have  from  time  to  time  determined  the  outlook  of  a 
European  Power  in  its  relations  with  the  indigenous  peo- 
-ples  of  Asia  or  Africa  over  whom  it  exercises  political  con¬ 
trol. 

Lord  Hailey 
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PREFACE 


The  subtitle  indicates  the  main  themes  of  this  inquiry.  I  do  not 
propose  to  present  a  general  history  of  decolonization  nor  to  describe 
the  internal  development  of  a  large  number  of  colonial  territories  in 
the  last  decades  before  their  independence.  My  subject  is  Europe’s  attitude 
toward  the  future  of  its  colonies,  when  and  how  Europe  came  to  accept 
decolonization,  and  the  concepts  and  doctrines  on  which  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  colonies  and  by  the  same  token  the  process  of  decoloniza¬ 
tion  were  based.  This  book  does  not  set  out  to  offer  a  contribution 
to  the  history  of  Asian  and  African  states,  which  would  be  beyond 
my  scope,  but  rather  to  examine  an  aspect  of  European  history  that 
I  believe  to  be  important.  Between  1919  and  i960  European  expansion 
was  coming  to  an  end  and  Europe  was  withdrawing  from  its  colonial 
positions.  It  seemed  of  interest  to  trace  the  outer  and  inner  forces 
pressing  for  decolonization  and  to  make  an  historical  survey  of  the 
attitudes  of  the  colonial  powers  during  this  process. 

I  have  taken  a  comparative  approach  in  order  to  give  a  broader  view 
of  the  predominantly  national  perspectives  of  the  time;  comparison  of 
the  divergent  traditions,  doctrines,  and  theories  will  show  the  outstanding 
features  of  measures  taken  in  the  different  countries  and  the  various 
attempts  to  find  a  solution.  I  have  concentrated  on  Great  Britain  and 
France  and  dealt  with  the  lesser  colonial  powers  only  in  brief.  Even 
so,  it  was  necessary  to  impose  limits: 

Important  regions  (the  West  Indies,  the  Middle  East)  and  colonies 
(e.g.  Malaya)  have  been  omitted;  others  (e.g.  Kenya,  Tunisia)  have 
been  considered  during  only  a  certain  period.  Tliis  was  not  an  arbitrary 
selection;  it  followed  from  the  theme  of  the  inquiry,  in  which  I  wanted 
to  support  and  clarify  general  statements  by  concrete  examples. 

For  certain  territories  the  attitude  of  the  colonial  power  was  the 
most  interesting  question,  and  in  these  cases  their  territories’  economic, 
social  and  political  development  is  outlined  but  not  described  as  fully 
as  could  be  desired. 

I  have  taken  due  note  of  the  “challenge”  represented  by  the  national 
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emancipation  movements;  they  do  not  really  form  a  part  of  this  inquiry, 
however.  Brief  outlines  would  not  have  done  them  justice  and  would 
have  led  to  oversimplification. 

The  reader  may  regret  the  absence  of  any  discussion  on  the  Russian 
colonial  territories.  It  would  have  been  extremely  interesting  to  include 
a  comparative  study  of  the  Soviet  Union’s  integrationist  policy  of  decoloni¬ 
zation  and  its  particular  problems.  Ignorance  of  the  language  and  the 
facts  prevented  this.  The  same  applies  to  Japanese  colonial  policy. 

In  order  to  substantiate  by  direct  evidence  the  picture  gained  from 
literary  sources,  I  spent  several  weeks  in  Africa— Nigeria,  Senegal,  Morocco 
— in  1961.  Numerous  discussions  with  politicians,  colonial  ofhcials  and 
journalists  personally  involved  in  their  countries’  colonial  policies  pro¬ 
vided  important  information.  I  would  like  to  extend  my  sincere  thanks 
to  these  persons,  and  above  all  to  Miss  Margery  Perham  (Oxford), 
James  Griffiths  (London),  John  Drysdale  (London)  and  P.  O.  Lapie 
(Paris). 

The  Deutsche  Forschungsgemeinschaft  put  research  assistants  at  my 
disposal  and  financed  two  research  visits  to  Paris  and  London.  I  am 
particularly  indebted  to  the  Rockefeller  Foundation,  which  offered  a 
generous  research  grant  that  I  used  to  work  undisturbed  in  Yale  Uni¬ 
versity  Library. 

Dusch/Paspels  (Switzerland),  Heidelberg 
Autumn  1965 


PREFACE 

TO  THE  AMERICAN  EDITION 


The  American  edition  of  my  book,  which  was  completed  as  a  manuscript 
in  1965  and  first  published  in  German  in  1966,  has  not  been  revised. 
Today  I  would  probably  re-word  some  sentences  as  well  as  differentiate 
or  supplement  some  statements.  The  large  monographical  literature 
that  appeared  in  the  meantime  has  not  been  worked  up  nor  included 
in  the  notes.  Besides,  my  bibliography  did  not  claim  any  completeness 
and  contained  only  books  and  articles  that  I  made  direct  use  of. 

Some  inaccuracies  have  been  set  right  owing  to  the  critics— I  have 
no  illusion  that  there  are  not  many  more,  though  I  hope  of  small 
importance. 

I  should  especially  like  to  thank  Francisca  Garvie  for  the  great  diligence 
with  which  she  translated  the  book,  as  well  as  Anne  Freedgood  for 
her  good  services. 

Zurich 

January  1970 
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The  First  World  War  was  of  such  obvious  historical  significance  that 
it  seems  a  natural  starting-point  for  a  discussion  of  the  age  of  decoloniza¬ 
tion.  Yet  the  history  of  decolonization,  that  is,  of  the  movement  of 
dissociation  of  the  colonies,  can  be  traced  back  much  farther— to  the 
struggle  for  independence  of  the  English  colonies  in  North  America 
and  to  the  secession  of  the  Spanish  colonies  in  the  south.  True,  these 
events  involved  a  desire  for  autonomy  on  the  part  of  immigrant  settlers 
and  their  descendants,  and  not  a  movement  of  subjugated  natives.  The 
people  who  established  new  communities  and  then  struggled  to  free 
themselves  from  the  mother  country  were  Europeans.  Yet  the  American 
revolution  constituted  an  example  and  consequently  strongly  influenced 
British  imperial  outlook  in  the  nineteenth  century.  After  the  loss  of 
the  American  colonies,  London  sought  to  prevent  a  break  with  the 
settlers  in  other  parts  of  the  world  by  preparing  the  way  for  self-govern¬ 
ment  and,  later,  by  granting  dominion  status.  Nineteenth-century  liberals, 
who  believed  in  free  trade  and  the  free  exchange  of  goods,  expected 
and  even  welcomed  colonists’  attempts  to  emancipate  themselves. 

France  also  had  to  consider  the  future  of  its  colonies.  The  eighteenth- 
century  philosophes  had  always  assumed  that  France  would  eventually 
give  up  its  colonial  territories,  but  the  Revolution  produced  a  new 
and  specifically  French  idea;  that  decolonization  should  lead  not  to 
dissociation  and  independence  but  to  integration  into  the  mother 
country  by  means  of  extended  civil  rights  and  parliamentary  representa¬ 
tion.  An  important  theme  of  this  book  will  be  to  show  the  divergence 
of  the  French  and  British  paths— already  visible  at  the  end  of  the 
eighteenth  century— which  arose  from  different  concepts  of  state  and 
nationhood.  We  will  examine  the  significance  of  this  divergence  in 
relation  to  both  the  colonial  issue  in  general  and  methods  of  adminis¬ 
tration  after  the  First  World  War. 

So  both  the  theory  and  practice  of  decolonization  preceded  the 
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new  imperialist  expansion  that,  after  1870,  led  to  the  “partition  of  the 
world”.  In  the  British  colonies  theory  and  practice  ran  parallel.  But 
to  the  continental  mind  during  this  period  such  notions  were  obscured 
by  the  quest  for  power.  Europe  arrogantly  proclaimed  its  superiority 
of  race  and  civilization,  saw  itself  destined  to  dominate  foreign  peoples 
permanently  and  justified  this  ideologically  as  the  “white  man’s  burden”. 
By  the  use  of  modern  technology  Europe  established  a  world-wide 
system  of  communications,  which  enabled  it  to  open  up  and  exploit 
the  colonies  economically.  At  the  same  time  the  foreign  peoples  were 
confronted  by  modern  administration  and  civilization,  brought  closer  to 
Europe,  and  drawn  into  a  process  of  Europeanization  and  Westerniza¬ 
tion.  What  Hans  Freyer  has  called  “European  World  History”  began. 
Around  the  turn  of  the  century  European  expansion  reached  its  apogee 
and  consolidated  itself;  imperialists  became  less  concerned  with  acquiring 
new  territory  than  with  developing  more  practicable,  efficient  adminis¬ 
trations  and  the  regular  exchange  of  goods— allegedly  based  on  com¬ 
munity  of  interests— between  areas  rich  in  raw  materials  and  the  in¬ 
dustrial  states.  Decolonization  was  scarcely  mentioned  any  more.  European 
colonial  domination  was  considered  secure,  at  least  for  the  forseeable 
future,  and  it  was  not  questioned. 

But  even  before  1914  a  reaction  set  in,  both  in  Europe  and  in  the 
colonies  and  semi-colonial  territories.  After  the  Boer  war  colonial  ad¬ 
ministrative  practices  began  to  be  severely  criticized,  especially  in  Eng¬ 
land.  In  1902  J.  A.  Hobson  laid  the  ground  for  a  socialist  interpretation 
of  imperialism.  At  the  same  time  movements  demanding  national  self- 
government  were  appearing  in  Asia.  Japan’s  victory  over  Russia  seemed 
to  be  a  signal  that  must  be  followed— provided  that  “Westernization” 
had  first  taken  place.  In  China  revolution  broke  out  in  1911.  In  India, 
Indochina  and  Indonesia,  new  organizations  were  formed  that  not  only 
called  for  internal  re-organization  and  gradual  emancipation,  but  also 
demanded  independence  and  challenged  the  colonial  powers  by  their 
very  existence  as  well  as  by  propaganda,  sabotage  and  terrorism.  In 
the  Middle  East,  the  significant  “Young  Turk”  revolution  of  1908, 
which  aimed  at  combining  a  sense  of  the  past  with  energetic  moderniza¬ 
tion,  heralded  the  birth  of  an  Arab  nationalism  directed  against  Euro¬ 
pean  dominance. 

The  First  World  War  accelerated  these  movements.  Asia  and  Africa 
were  drawn  into  the  “European  world  war”  although,  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  of  Japan,  mostly  in  a  passive  fashion.  Until  1914  the  “white  man’s 
world”  had  appeared  to  constitute  a  unity,  based  on  a  continuous  and 
indisputable  technical,  cultural  and  military  superiority.  But  this  unity 
was  destroyed  in  a  fratricidal  war  in  which  each  side  used  official  and 
unofficial  propaganda  to  weaken  the  power  of  the  enemy— accusing  him 
of  criminal  behaviour  in  his  colonies  and  trying  to  arouse  his  subjects 
to  revolution.  As  a  result  the  prestige  of  Europe  as  a  whole  was  under- 
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mined.  Hundreds  of  thousands  of  colonial  soldiers  and  workers  sent  to 
fight  on  European,  Middle  Eastern  and  African  battlefields  were  tom 
from  their  homes  and  confronted  with  new  experiences.  At  the  same 
time,  greater  demands  were  made  on  colonial  economies.  Forcibly  in¬ 
creasing  export  production  in  agriculture  and  mining,  together  with  at¬ 
tempts  to  industrialize,  may  have  benefitted  the  new  colonial  middle 
class,  but  it  also  led  to  urbanization  and  created  the  conditions  for 
the  birth  of  both  an  agrarian  and  an  industrial  proletariat.  Recruiting 
of  soldiers,  confiscation  of  property  and  rising  prices  for  consumer  goods 
resulted  in  social  discontent  which  could  be  politically  exploited  by 
nationalist  leaders.  The  result  was  increasing  unrest. 

The  colonial  powers  found  themselves  forced  to  make  concessions 
and  sometimes  quite  far-reaching  pledges  in  order  to  avoid  trouble, 
encourage  the  war  effort  and  safeguard  their  positions.  For  instance, 
in  1917  Great  Britain  declared  that  the  aim  of  British  policy  in  India 
was  the  gradual  grant  of  responsible  government.  In  1918  the  British 
Government  established  the  Montagu-Ghelmsford  Gommission  which 
led  to  the  reforms  of  1919.  In  the  Middle  East  a  protectorate  was  set 
up  over  Egypt  in  1914  and  Egypt’s  existing  status  was  “legalized”. 
Mesopotamia  was  conquered  by  British-Indian  troops.  London  sup¬ 
ported  the  Arabs  in  their  struggle  with  the  Ottoman  Empire  and  at 
the  same  time  promised  them  the  creation  of  “independent  Arab  states”, 
which  suggested  that  Britain  had  changed  its  policy  and  renounced 
its  previous  claim  to  dominance.  France,  too,  was  forced  to  make  con¬ 
cessions  to  the  Muslims  in  Algeria  and  in  1916  declared  that  the  Four 
Gommunes  in  Senegal  were  to  be  fully  integrated  and  assimilated.  The 
primary  aim  of  these  concessions  was  to  stimulate  the  recruiting  of 
colonial  troops. 

The  world  political  situation  in  1918  was  fundamentally  different  from 
that  of  the  pre-war  period.  At  first  the  Allied  victory  seemed  to  represent 
a  new  peak  of  imperial  expansion,  since  England  and  France  not  only 
divided  up  between  them  the  possessions  of  their  rival,  Germany,  but 
also  gained  new  territories  in  the  Middle  East  after  the  defeat  of  the 
Ottoman  Empire.  This,  however,  soon  proved  precarious  and  deceptive. 
Europe  was  exhausted,  heavily  damaged  economically  and  no  longer 
either  able  or  willing  to  maintain  its  position  of  dominance  by  any 
possible  means,  including  large-scale  military  action.  This  necessarily  led 
to  a  more  conciliatory  attitude  in  colonial  questions.  In  any  case  the 
European  system  of  states  and  European  predominance  were  shattered. 
Since  the  intervention  of  the  United  States  in  iqiy?  Europe  could  no 
longer  determine  its  future  alone  but  had  to  come  to  terms  with 
the  presence  of  this  great  non-European  power,  which  now  began  to 
occupy  a  leading  economic  position. 

The  Allies  justified  the  war  against  the  Gentral  Powers  ideologically 
as  a  war  for  freedom  and  democracy,  against  annexation  and  aggression. 
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They  saw  it  as  the  “war  to  end  war"  and  asserted  that  its  main  aim 
was  to  inaugurate  a  new  and  just  world  order,  based  on  the  democratic 
will  of  the  people.  Accordingly  the  “oppressed”  peoples  were  called 
upon  to  turn  against  their  rulers  and  claim  their  national  sovereignty. 
Under  President  Woodrow  Wilson  the  United  States  took  the  lead  in 
calling  for  sovereign  rights,  condemning  annexation  and  proclaiming  the 
League  of  Nations  a  supra-national  organization;  in  the  Fourteen  Points 
Wilson  presented  the  world  with  a  programme  for  future  peace.  The 
summons  was  heard  in  the  colonial  and  semi-colonial  territories,  and 
from  China  to  Morocco  nationalists  claimed  their  sovereign  rights  and 
turned  against  the  colonial  powers. 

In  actual  fact,  Wilson  had  intended  the  Fourteen  Points  to  apply 
primarily  to  Europe,  particularly  Eastern  Europe,  and  had  not  meant 
to  declare  himself  against  colonialism.^  In  Point  Five  the  interests  of 
native  inhabitants  were  indeed  mentioned,  but  only  in  connection  with 
an  impartial  adjustment  of  all  colonial  claims”,  which  was  aimed  merely 
against  annexations  based  on  secret  treaties.  Wilson’s  violent  dispute 
with  South  Africa  and  Australia  during  the  Paris  peace  conferences 
was  anti-colonialist  only  in  a  limited  sense.  His  chief  concern  was  the 
principle  of  annexation;  a  simple  annexation  of  South-West  Africa  and 
the  German  Pacific  Islands  would  have  compromised  the  policy  of 
peace  he  proclaimed,  which  was  being  sought  in  Paris.  The  alleged  objec¬ 
tion  to  annexation,  however,  and  the  principle  that  nations  could 
be  subjected  only  to  rulers  they  had  freely  chosen  were  also  to  find 
application  in  the  colonies. 

The  colonial  peoples  considered  the  United  States  an  anti-colonial 
power  and  hoped  that  it  would  support  their  emancipation,  while  the 
colonial  powers  felt  that  America’s  move  was  a  “challenge”  and  re¬ 
proached  Wilson  for  undermining  their  already  precarious  domination 
in  Asia  and  Africa  with  his  noisy  proclamations  of  sovereign  rights. 
The  new  world  political  situation  and  the  influence  of  America,  added 
to  the  striking  change  in  Europe’s  attitude  towards  its  colonies,  mani¬ 
fested  itself  in  the  League  of  Nations’  mandate  system.  This  is  not 
the  place  for  a  detailed  study  of  its  early  history  and  formation,^  but 
it  is  important  to  remember  that  the  preparatory  discussion  took  place 
less  in  America  than  in  Great  Britain.  The  British  pacifists,  socialists 
and  colonial  reformers  most  concerned  with  a  permanent  peace  hoped 
to  end  the  Great  Powers’  colonial  rivalry  by  putting  all  colonies 
under  international  supervision  and  at  the  same  time  developing  new 
forms  of  administration  for  the  “backward”  peoples  not  yet  advanced 
enough  for  independence.  By  giving  a  colonial  power  a  mandate  under 
the  control  of  an  international  authority  they  hoped  to  prevent  exploita¬ 
tion  of  native  inhabitants  and  to  establish  an  effective  trusteeship. 

What  did  the  mandate  system  in  fact  achieve?  It  would  be  wrong 
to  see  Article  22  of  the  Govenant  of  the  League  of  Nations  as  simply 
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a  hypocritical  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  victorious  powers  to  conceal 
their  annexation  of  German  and  Turkish  territories;  rather  it  was  a 
painfully  worked-out  compromise  between  conflicting  ideas  and  demands 
—between  annexationists  and  anti-annexationists,  between  supporters 
and  opponents  of  the  mandate  principle,  and  between  Americans  and 
Europeans.  But  although  the  mandate  system  was  proclaimed  a  new 
principle,  in  fact  it  made  annexations  possible,  in  particular  in  Class  C 
(South-West  Africa  and  the  Pacific  Islands).  The  mandate  powers 
considered  the  settlement  final  and  tried  to  align  the  administration 
of  the  mandates  with  that  of  neighbouring  territories.  In  spite  of  this 
the  League  of  Nations  and  the  mandate  system  did  have  some  effect. 
In  the  future,  colonies  were  no  longer  to  be  treated  as  booty,  which 
the  respective  victors  could  dispose  of  as  they  wished.  The  colonial 
issue,  as  well  as  the  more  concrete  questions  of  administration,  was 
internationalized  and  thereby  withdrawn  from  the  authority  of  sover¬ 
eign  national  states.  Colonial  administration  was  to  serve  the  interests 
of  the  inhabitants  and  to  comply  with  certain  regulations  laid  down 
by  an  international  authority.  Moreover  the  League  of  Nations  mandate 
was  seen  as  a  temporary  trusteeship  of  the  more  “advanced"  nations 
in  order  to  prepare  their  inhabitants  for  self-government,  i.e.  independence. 
Article  22  in  fact  made  no  declaration  of  universal  sovereign  rights,  but 
it  did  recognize  “certain  communities”  of  the  former  Ottoman  Empire 
as  “independent  states”  and  laid  down  that  the  mandated  adminis¬ 
tration  should  end  when  they  became  capable  of  self-government.  This 
set  a  limit  to  colonial  rule— a  concession  rarely  made  by  the  colonial 
powers  before  1914  and  only  reluctantly  after  the  war. 

The  League  of  Nations  Advisory  Council  confirmed,  on  4  September 
1931,  that  a  mandate  would  lead  to  independence  if  the  existing 
conditions  justified  the  assumption  that  “le  peuple  est  capable  de  se 
conduire  seul  dans  les  conditions  difficiles  du  monde  modeme  (the 
people  are  capable  of  governing  themselves  in  the  difficult  conditions 
of  the  modem  world).®  But  “capacity”  had  to  be  defined,  and  the 
colonial  powers  easily  found  “good  reasons”  for  refusing  withdrawal 
as  being  premature  at  this  stage.  Nevertheless  Iraq  became  an  inde¬ 
pendent  kingdom  and  a  member  of  the  League  of  Nations. 

The  immediate  effects  of  the  mandate  administration  are  difficult 
to  calculate  and  have  not  yet  been  studied  in  any  depth.  The  fact 
that  the  legal  basis  of  the  administration  in  mandated  territories  was 
different  from  that  of  the  colonies  was  not  of  decisive  significance 
although  it  did,  for  instance,  give  a  governor  like  Donald  Cameron 
in  Tanganyika  reasonable  grounds  for  opposing  the  planned  federation 
of  East  Africa  and  for  consistently  pursuing  a  policy  of  Indirect  Rule 
(cf.  p.  153).  The  Permanent  Mandate  Commission  of  the  League  of 
Nations^  ensured  that  the  covenants  would  be  observed,  issued  directives 
and  received  the  annual  reports;  the  petitions  of  native  inhabitants  were 
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also  sent  to  it.  But  the  Commission  eould  neither  test  the  aeeuraey 
of  the  reports  nor  initiate  investigations.  Moreover,  it  had  to  present 
its  reports  to  the  Advisory  Couneil  of  the  League  of  Nations  and  could 
reach  government  level  only  through  this  body.  No  doubt  this  resulted 
in  comprehensive  documentation  and — in  principle  at  least — in  public 
discussion  of  cases  relating  to  particular  administrations.  It  is  possible 
that  the  League  of  Nations  criticism  of  French  policy  in  Syria  was 
a  contributory  factor  in  the  recall  of  Sarrail.®  In  general,  however, 
the  League  had  little  influence,  largely  because,  although  the  colonial 
powers  were  not  in  the  majority  in  the  League,  no  group  of  states 
questioned  European  colonialism  or  was  able  to  make  the  League  into 
a  platform  for  anti-colonialism.  The  importance  of  the  mandate  system 
is  chiefly  that,  as  a  result  of  the  First  World  W^ar  and  under  pressure 
from  America,  the  principle  of  international  control  was  declared,  began 
to  be  put  into  effect,  and  could  be  further  developed  at  an  opportune 
moment.  Indeed  this  is  what  happened  during  and  after  the  Second 
World  War,  again  under  strong  pressure  from  America. 

The  “challenge”  did  not  come  only  from  the  United  States,  however; 
igiy  was  also  the  year  of  the  Russian  Revolution.  By  a  strange  historical 
coincidence,  the  moment  when  the  European  state  system  collapsed  and 
Europe  s  hitherto  unchallenged  hegemony  was,  if  not  destroyed,  at  least 
endangered,  coincided  with  the  appearance  of  ideological  anti-colonialism 
among  the  Russian  Communists,  who  sought  to  undermine  European 
colonial  authority  and  hasten  decolonization.  Wilson  and  Lenin  simul¬ 
taneously  proclaimed  the  peoples’  sovereign  rights,  sympathised  with 
national  efforts  at  emancipation  and  attacked  prewar  imperialism.  But 
the  United  States’  attack  on  annexations,  although  not  forgotten  in  the 
mter-war  period,  \vas  reflected  only  slightly  in  American  foreign  policy. 

enin  and  Bolshevik  Russia  on  the  other  hand  saw  anti-colonialism  as  an 
effective  means  of  hastening  the  Communist  world  revolution.  Marx  had 
understandably  paid  little  attention  to  European  colonialism,®  but  as  a 
result  of  the  Indian  Mutiny  he  became  interested  in  British  rule  in  India 
and  analyzed  the  destructive  effects  of  European  capitalism  on  India’s 
traditional,  static  economic  and  social  structures.  He  predicted  that  this 
modernization,  m  the  form  of  railways  and  administration,  was  an  historical 
necessity  that  would  not  only  create  Indian  unity  but  also  produce  a 
bourgeoisie  and  a  proletariat  that  would  one  day  turn  against  England.^ 
enin  was  the  first  to  propound  the  Communist  theory  of  imperialism 
which  was  based  on  Hobson  and  Helferding.  In  his  famous  Imperialism 
colonial  imperialism  as  “the  last  stage  of  capitalism” 
which,  by  increasing  the  monopolization  of  the  forces  of  production 
by  massive  capital  exports  and  ruthless  exploitation  of  .colonial  and  semi- 
TOlonial  territories  could  temporarily  postpone  its  imminent  collapse. 
Colonial  profits  also  made  it  possible  to  corrupt  the  proletariat  of 
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the  mother  country,  the  more  so  because  the  social  chauvinism  of 
the  workers  retarded  the  outbreak  of  revolution.  When  the  partition 
of  the  world  had  taken  place,  however,  the  rivalry  of  the  imperialist 
powers  could  lead  only  to  world  war.  The  war  or  wars  would  accentuate 
the  revolutionary  situation  in  the  capitalist  countries  while  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  communications  and  industry  in  the  colonies  would  produce 
a  class-conscious  proletariat  which  would  turn  against  both  the  colonial 
power  and  its  own  feudal  and  bourgeois  ruling  class,  which  was  allied 
with  the  colonial  power.  Tire  loss  of  the  colonies  would  thus  strike  at 
the  heart  of  European  capitalism,  precipitate  the  crisis  and  intensify 
class  war.  In  its  own  interests  the  revolutionary  proletariat  should  sup¬ 
port  the  struggle  for  emancipation  in  the  colonial  world  and  call  upon 
the  colonial  peoples  to  turn  against  their  exploiters  and  oppressors. 
This  would  necessarily  entail  the  solidarity  of  the  Bolshevik  revolution 
with  all  nationalist  movements  in  the  colonial  and  semi-colonial  terri¬ 
tories. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  Russian  Revolution,  which  came  as  an 
unexpected  and  successful  uprising  of  the  “oppressed”  against  an  auto¬ 
cratic  regime— in  a  predominantly  agrarian  country  moreover— and  the 
Bolshevik  appeal  to  the  people  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  European 
colonies,  had  a  great  deal  of  influence  on  young  bourgeois  intellectu¬ 
als  and  won  many  of  them  to  the  cause  of  the  Communist  world 
revolution.  Nehru,  for  instance,  tells  of  the  strong  impression  the  Russian 
Revolution  made  on  him,  although  he  was  an  aristocrat  and  very  con¬ 
servatively  educated.® 

In  the  years  to  come  it  was  to  be  the  Comintern’s  task  to  kindle  revolu¬ 
tion  in  the  colonial  world,  by  coordinated  action  and  by  its  own  activity 
and  organizations.  In  the  Second  Comintern  of  1920,  Lenin  s  Twelve 
Points  and  the  Indian  delegate  M.  N.  Roy’s  supplementary  theses  were 
mainly  responsible  for  laying  down  the  principles  and  tactics  of  Com¬ 
munist  procedure®;  nothing  of  real  importance  was  added  to  this  in 
later  years. One  question  always  produced  special  difficulties  and  pro¬ 
found  differences  of  opinion:  What  should  the  attitude  of  the  Comintern 
or  even  the  Soviet  Union  be  towards  national  bourgeois  parties  and 
movements?  Should  they  be  supported  or  ignored  or  even  attacked? 
Lenin  suggested  forming  an  anti-imperialist  front,  although  only  after 
an  exact  analysis  of  the  respective  “revolutionary  forces”  (only  the  parties 
that  really  attacked  the  colonial  system  counted  as  objectively  revolu¬ 
tionary)  and  only  if  the  “independence  of  the  proletarian  movement”  was 
preserved.  As  a  result  Mustapha  Kemal,  Shah  Reza  Khan  Pahlevi  of 
Persia,  the  emir  of  Afghanistan,  the  Wafd  party  in  Egypt  and,  later,  Abd- 
el-Krim  in  Morocco  were  supported.  But  tactics  changed  several  times  in 
the  inter-war  period,^^  particularly  under  Stalin,  since  they  depended 
upon  both  the  evaluation  of  the  world  revolutionary  situation  at  a  given 
time  and  Russia’s  internal  situation— i.e.  the  balance  between  left  and 
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right  within  Russia.  Tlie  best  known  of  these  changes  in  tactics  took 
place  in  China,  but  this  happened  as  well  in  other  areas. 

An  important  factor  in  the  discussion  in  the  European  countries  was 
Lenin  s  and  Stalin  s  stem  call  to  the  Communist  parties  to  propagate 
their  anti-colonialism  openly  and  actively  and  to  give  ^^systematic  aid”  to 
nationalist  organizations  to  help  them  prepare  for  open  revolt  against 
the  colonial  power.^^  This  was  also  a  declaration  of  war  against  the 
“social  chauvinism”  of  the  Socialist  parties  of  the  Second  Comintern. 
In  fact,  as  we  will  see,  the  Social  Democrats  were  caught  in  a  dilemma 
between  their  doctrinaire  anti-imperialism  and  anti-colonialism  on  the  one 
hand,  and  treasonable  conduct  and  political  and  electoral  considerations 
on  the  other.  The  Socialist  parties  within  the  colonial  powers  declared 
themselves  in  favour  of  reform  and  reacted  quite  kindly  to  emancipation 
rnovements  in  the  colonies,  but  they  rejected  the  use  of  force  and  na¬ 
tionalist  revolt  and  therefore,  particularly  when  they  were  the  ruling 
party,  were  even  forced  occasionally  to  take  repressive  measures. 

In  1920  the  Second  Comintern  organized  the  “Congress  of  Peoples  of 
the  East”  in  Baku,  which  brought  together  some  two  thousand  dele¬ 
gates,  mostly  from  the  Middle  East;  it  called  for  a  “peoples’  crusade”  and 
created  a  “Council  of  Propaganda  and  Action”  with  a  branch  in 
Tashkent,  an  Institute  of  Oriental  Studies,  etc.  A  Communist  league 
against  imperialism,  the  so-called  Congress  against  Colonial  Oppression 
and  Imperialism,  was  organized  in  Brussels  in  1927,  in  which  George 
Lansbury  of  the  British  Labour  party  and  Nehru  as  Indian  representative 
took  part.13  Communist  parties  were  founded  in  the  colonies  and  na¬ 
tionalist  organizations  were  infiltrated. 

The  main  emphasis,  apart  from  China,  was  on  the  Middle  Eastern  coun¬ 
tries  from  Egypt  to  Persia,  and  later  North  Africa  and  South-East  Asia; 
at  first  Moscow  paid  little  attention  to  Africa  south  of  the  Sahara.  Com¬ 
munist  subversion  and  organization  in  the  inter-war  period  was  modest. 
Although  colonial  propaganda  connected  all  nationalist  opposition  with 
Communist  influence,  the  strong  nationalist  parties  in  Egypt,  Tunisia, 
India  and  Iraq  continued  to  draw  their  adherents  either  from  the  tradi¬ 
tional  upper  class  or  from  the  new  middle  class  of  businessmen,  officials 
and  intellectuals,  who  were  perhaps  attracted  to  socialist  theories  and  prop¬ 
aganda  but  would  not  submit  to  the  Communist  doctrines  originating  in 
Moscow.  In  Algeria  the  “Etoile  Nordafricaine”  was  influenced  by  Com¬ 
munism,  but  most  of  its  adherents  were  Algerian  workers  in  the  mother 
country.  The  Communist  parties  of  Indonesia  and  Indochina  were  more 
important;  although  they  did  not  themselves  cause  the  civil  disturbances 

u  1?^  j  they  actively  supported  and  influenced  them. 

o  land  and  France  would  not  make  any  concessions,  however,  and 
responded  by  executions,  exiles  and  the  destruction  of  painstakingly 
built-up  organizations. 

Yet  international  Communism  did  succeed  in  becoming  an  effective 
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force  in  the  colonies.  It  gained  a  foothold  in  several  organizations  and, 
above  all,  exerted  an  ideological  and  political  influence  on  representatives 
of  the  younger  generation  of  nationalist  leaders — some  of  whom  were 
trained  in  Moscow.  This  created  a  basis  for  the  developments  after  the 
Second  World  War. 

The  “fratricidal  war”  of  1914-1918,  in  which  Europe  lost  prestige  and 
forfeited  its  power  and  influence,  called  into  question  the  very  founda¬ 
tions  of  the  bourgeois  world  with  its  desire  for  security  and  belief  in 
progress  and  revealed  the  growing  significance  of  the  non-European 
world,  particularly  Asia.  The  demonstrations  and  bloody  riots  of  19^9“ 
1920  and  the  double  challenge  of  American  and  Soviet  anti-colonialism 
created  a  sense  of  crisis  in  the  European  mind  which  affected  future  re¬ 
lations  with  the  colonies.  Oswald  Spengler  should  also  be  mentioned, 
although  his  Decline  of  the  West  was  primarily  concerned  with  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  whether  Europe  would  become  stagnant  in  the  final  stage  of 
its  culture  and  lose  its  historical  greatness,  or  whether — the  only  alternative 
he  offers — it  would  accept  the  rising  Caesarism  and  be  willing  to  carry  out 
the  technical  and  imperial  achievements  still  possible  to  a  declining 
civilization.  He  first  considered  the  non-European  countries  as  a  political 
issue  in  a  1924  essay,^^  and  then,  in  The  Hour  of  Decision  in  1933,  in¬ 
cluded  them  in  his  pessimistic  cultural  prognosis.  He  believed  that  in 
the  nascent  “age  of  world  wars”,  which  was  a  decisive  moment  for  the 
imperium  mundi,  Europe  was  fighting  for  its  very  existence;  its  prestige 
was  weakened  and  “at  present  power  has  been  transferred  to  the  border 
areas  of  Asia  and  America”^®;  the  coloured  races  were  involved  in  a 
mighty  awakening  and  were  threatening  white  dominance  from  within 
and  without;  but  the  actual  source  of  their  attack  on  the  white  man 
was  the  “collective  mass  of  the  coloured  population  of  the  earth,  which 
is  slowly  becoming  conscious  of  its  community”.^®  The  class  war  and  the 
race  war  could  now  join  forces.  Asia  had  regained  Russia  by  Communist 
revolution  and  was  now  undermining  white  domination  of  the  world;  Eu¬ 
rope  had  lost  the  respect  of  the  coloured  races  in  the  First  World  War 
and  forfeited  its  role  of  unquestioned  master.^'^  Spengler  looked  towards 
Russia  or  Japan,  but  not  India  or  China,  as  the  leading  Asian  power  of  the 
future;  he  saw  the  precariousness  of  European  colonial  positions,  but 
rather  than  supporting  decolonization  he  summoned  the  white  races,  led 
by  the  young,  resourceful  and  “Faustian”  Germany,  to  take  up  the  chal¬ 
lenge  of  this  “hour  of  decision”. 

In  France  the  counterpart  to  Spengler  and  his  popularlity  within  the 
framework  of  the  crisis-ridden  post-war  years  was  Paul  Valery.  Valery,  in 
his  much-quoted  1919  essay  Im  crise  de  V esprit,  discovers  with  tradition: 


As  for  us  and  our  civilization,  we  now  know  that  we  are  mortal.  .  .  .  And 
we  now  see  that  the  abyss  of  history  is  large  enough  for  everyone.  We  real- 
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ize  that  civilization  is  as  frail  as  life  itself.  .  .  .  Will  Europe  keep  its 

pre-eminence  in  all  things?  Will  Europe  become  what  it  in  fact  is,  that 

is  to  say  a  small  corner  of  the  Asian  continent?^® 

Europe  was  seeing  its  scientific  and  technological  achievements  up¬ 
rooted  from  their  native  soil,  taken  over  by  other  races  and  used  against 
itself.  What  the  rise  of  Japan  had  proved,  even  before  1914,  although 
it  had  been  noted  only  reluctantly,  was  now  being  realized  by  everyone. 
The  Reveil  de  VAsie,  as  the  French  expert  on  Asia  Rene  Grousset  en¬ 
titled  an  essay  in  1924,  demanded  consideration  in  any  analysis  of  the 
present  or  prognosis  for  the  future.  Would  Europe  keep  its  hegemony? 
he  asked.  “Can  we  not  guess  that  this  state  of  privilege  threatens  to  come 
to  an  end?”  After  the  “Europeanization  of  Asia”  would  come  the  “rev¬ 
olution  of  Asia  against  Europe”.  Grousset  described  the  many  nationalist 
and  reform  movements  from  Egypt  to  China,  the  resistance  to  the  Euro¬ 
pean  powers  and  the  incipient  revolutions  taking  place;  in  a  characteristic 
French  post-war  attitude  he  attacked  British  imperialism  and  what  he 
termed  the  awkward  policy  of  England,  which  had  squandered  the  suc¬ 
cesses  of  the  First  World  War  and  called  down  on  itself  the  hatred  of  the 
Asian  peoples.  By  contrast,  Maurice  Muret  in  his  1926  book  Le  erepuscule 
des  nations  blanches,  in  which  he  quoted  Valery  and  Spengler,  objected  to 
Wilson’s  proclamation  of  sovereign  rights  and  the  financial  imperialism 
of  the  United  States,  and  to  what  he  called  “le  dissolvant  bolsheviste”. 
Unlike  Grousset,  Muret  appealed  to  European  solidarity,  actually  to  the 
solidarity  of  the  white  race.  France  was  also  interested  in  British  rule  in 
India,  he  said;  it  was  time  European  statesmen  thought  in  terms  of 
continents,  “but  in  a  spirit  of  defence”.  The  race  conflict  would  begin 
with  acts  of  liberation”  on  the  part  of  the  subjected  nations,  i.e.  with 
movements  of  dissociation,  which  would  probably  give  the  white  race  a 
breathing  space.  “In  any  case,  the  West  would  not  allow  itself  to  be  de¬ 
stroyed  without  defending  itself.  Rome  was  not  built  in  a  day,  nor  was  it 
destroyed  overnight.”^® 

These  analyses  of  the  “awakening  of  Asia”  clearly  emphasized  the  race 
question,  the  “rising  and  clashing  tides  of  colour”, and  predicted 
racial  disputes.  The  pre-1914  warnings  about  the  “yellow  peril”^^  were 
now  sharpened.  Between  the  wars  Europe,  understandably  perhaps,  re¬ 
plied  to  the  threatened  loss  of  its  hegemony  by  a  racially-inspired  call  for 
resistance.  In  more  positive  terms,  it  was  also  a  call  for  the  still  predomi¬ 
nantly  European  viewpoint  to  be  extended  to  embrace  both  European 
and  colonial  problems. 

In  Britain  the  well-known  diplomat  and  writer  Harold  Nicolson  in  his 
1934  book  on  Gurzon  pointed  out  the  apparent  paradox — which  in  fact 
was  characteristic  of  the  world  situation  at  the  time— -that  small  nations  like 
the  Afghans  and  the  Syrians  had  begun  to  rebel  at  precisely  the  moment 
of  the  Allied  victory  in  1918.  Did  they,  Nicolson  asked,  instinctively 


INTRODUCTION:  INTERNATIONAL  ASPECTS  I3 

realize  that  the  existing  system  of  great  powers  had  collapsed  and  that 
America  was  the  rising  nation?  Wilson’s  and  Lenin’s  proclamations  of 
sovereign  rights  and  attacks  on  annexation  had,  he  thought,  com¬ 
promised  European  imperialism  and  a  “tribunal  had  suddenly  sprung  into 
existence  to  which  an  appeal  could  be  made  against  the  machine  guns 
of  the  world  powers”.”^  Nicolson  described  as  a  “readjustment  of  hitherto 
recognized  values”  the  fact  that  a  Mustapha  Kemal  could  resist  a  coalition 
that  had  just  waged  a  successful  war.  And  how  could  one  explain  the  fact 
that  the  British  people,  who  as  recently  as  1898  had  joyfully  greeted  Kitch¬ 
ener’s  success  in  the  Sudan,  were  no  longer  willing,  twenty  years  later, 
to  agree  to  a  trifling  expedition  to  Kabul?  The  war  had  profoundly 
altered  British  national  consciousness  and  sense  of  empire. 

For  Arnold  Toynbee,  as  for  Spengler,  the  change  post-war  world  be¬ 
came  the- basis  for  wide-scale  cultural  and  social  studies.  These  studies  be¬ 
came  known  only  after  the  Second  World  War  and  today  their  sensa¬ 
tional  effect  seems  as  characteristic  of  the  mood  and  outlook  of  the  public 
as  the  effect  of  Spengler’s  Decline  of  the  West  in  the  1920s.  His  basic 
philosophical  theses  and  many  individual  points  of  his  analyses  have  been 
disputed,  yet  the  work  as  a  whole  is  admired  for  its  boldness  of  concep¬ 
tion.  Toynbee,  in  a  mood  of  fervent  optimism,  believed  in  a  gradual 
settlement  between  Asia  and  the  West;  his  political  prognosis  is  a  world 
government.  This  was  a  welcome  contrast  to  the  prevailing,  if  latent, 
mood  of  pessimism.  Elements  of  his  later  views  are  evident  in  his 
important  1925  essay  The  World  after  the  Peace  Conference, in  which 
he  argued  that,  in  comparison  to  1914,  the  European  political,  economic 
and  cultural  system  had  become  a  world  system.  Quite  apart  from  Japan 
and  the  United  States,  a  number  of  South  American  and  Asian  states 
were  demanding  a  say  in  their  own  affairs;  the  Arab  world,  with  which 
Toynbee  felt  a  particular  affinity,  was  in  motion.  Europe,  rather  the 
colonial  powers,  were  economically  destroyed  and  either  could  or  would 
no  longer  implement  their  rule;  on  the  other  hand  Western  civilization 
was  having  an  increasing  influence  on  all  the  foreign  civilizations,  impos¬ 
ing  itself  upon  them.  New  political  structures  and  measures  for  ensuring 
peace  were  becoming  necessary.  The  League  of  Nations  had  taken  the 
place  of  European  domination  and  also  incorporated  the  British  imperial 
commonwealth  with  its  loose  liberal  agreements  that  reached  over  and 
beyond  the  boundaries  of  continents.  Here  Toynbee  touched  on  a  theme 
that  was  pursued  and  developed  further  in  the  Empire  and  Common¬ 
wealth  discussions  between  the  wars  and  after  i945-  conversion  of 
Empire  into  Commonwealth  could  be  considered  a  form  of  decoloniza¬ 
tion,  which  made  it  easier  for  Great  Britain  to  meet  the  challenge  of 
the  new  world  situation. 

One  important  aspect  of  the  colonial  issue  in  the  inter-war  discussions 
was  the  world  economic  situation.  Unfortunately,  economic  history  thus 
far  has  considered  world  economics  only  from  a  European  and  American 
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standpoint,  or  else  has  studied  the  development  of  individual  colonies 
without  taking  much  note  of  the  increasing  involvements  of  the  colonies 
in  the  world  economy  and  the  results  of  their  independence  on  the 
market.^^ 

Much  has  been  said  of  the  economic  importance  of  the  First  World 
War  for  non-European  countries.  The  war  upset  or  destroyed  the  system 
of  economic  exchange  in  the  world,  which  was  largely  free  in  spite  of 
some  tendency  to  tariff  protection,  and  in  which  Europe,  and  Great 
Britain  in  particular,  stood  at  the  centre.  The  trade  of  raw  materials  and 
food  for  industrial  goods  was  conducted  chiefly  by  European  entrepre¬ 
neurs  who  also  placed  the  capital  investments.  It  was  a  system  that  func¬ 
tioned  smoothly  as  long  as  there  were  stable  currencies  and  a  gold 
standard.  At  the  outbreak  of  war,  old  trade  agreements  were  broken  and 
the  mother  countries  adjusted  to  a  war  economy;  consumer  exports  had 
to  be  reduced  and  primary  production  increased.  Although  difficult  for 
the  non-European  countries,  this  offered  certain  advantages:  on  the  one 
hand  it  meant  a  fitfully  growing  market  for  export  products  and  rising 
prices  and  on  the  other,  the  possibility  of  industrialization,  particularly 
in  the  field  of  consumer  goods.  Like  the  United  States  and  Japan, 
the  British  dominions  and  India  derived  enormous  profits  from  this. 

It  was  impossible  to  restore  the  pre-war  economy  after  1919,  and  struc¬ 
tural  problems  appeared.  Europe  was  impoverished,  had  lost  a  major  part 
of  its  foreign  investments  and  for  the  time  being  could  not  export  much 
capital.  The  United  States,  on  the  other  hand,  had  developed  into  the 
leading  industrial  power  and  risen  from  a  traditional  state  of  debt  to 
become  a  powerful  creditor.  New  York  joined  London  as  financial  metrop¬ 
olis  and  trade  centre;  but  it  did  not  play  the  same  role  of  international 
clearing-house.  The  European  countries’  large  debts  resulted  in  an  in¬ 
flationary  trend,  and  scarcity  of  dollars  and  transfer  problems  became 
typical  of  the  post-war  situation.  The  colonial  powers  found  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  promote  economic  development.  The  manufacture  of  colonial 
products  important  to  the  mother  country  and  trade  within  colonial 
territories  were  stepped  up,  and  the  formation  of  economic  and  currency 
blocks  at  the  cost  of  a  free  world  economy  was  propounded  as  a  means 
of  overcoming  the  incipient  crisis,  which  reached  its  peak  in  1929. 
Economic  considerations  were  closely  linked  with  questions  of  world 
politics  and  prestige:  the  concentration  on  the  colonial  market  was  de¬ 
signed  to  counterbalance  what  seemed  like  a  doubtful  reliance  on  the 
United  States  and  help  Europe  maintain  its  position  as  a  great  power. 
The  development  of  the  Empire  is  our  economic  War  of  Independence 
against  American  domination,”  wrote  Leo  Amery,  and  added,  in  a  fitting 
adaptation  of  Canning’s  famous  statement:  “We  have  to  call  a  New  World 
of  Imperial  development  into  being  to  redress  the  wastage  of  the  old”.^® 
After  the  post-war  crisis,  which  caused  social  unrest,  strikes  and  political 
radicalization  in  the  industrial  countries  and  in  many  of  the  colonies  and 
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gave  impetus  to  emancipation  movements,  a  rapid  and  in  part  explosive 
economic  boom  occurred  in  Europe  and  America.  The  statistics  for  in¬ 
dividual  areas  and  products  are  striking  evidence:  cotton  in  Egypt,  Sudan, 
Uganda  and  India;  nut-oil  and  palm-oil,  cocoa  and  coffee  in  West  Africa; 
sisal  in  East  Africa;  rice  in  Burma  and  Indochina;  sugar  in  the  Philippines; 
tea  in  Ceylon;  petroleum  in  the  Middle  East  and  Indonesia;  copper  and 
diamonds  in  Rhodesia  and  the  Congo;  rubber  and  tin  in  Malaya  and  In¬ 
donesia.  To  appreciate  this  boom  one  must  be  aware  of  the  special 
structure  of  the  colonial  economy.  Most  of  the  production  concentrated 
on  a  few  branches  in  which  Western  capital  was  invested,  which  were  pro¬ 
moted  and  developed.  Undeniably  the  colonies  profited  from  this,  and 
their  intakes  in  tariffs,  export  duties  and  taxes  rose  and  could  be  used  to 
develop  their  administrations,  means  of  communication  and  cultural 
services.  -But  equally  the  economic  boom  often  applied  only  to  particular 
sectors  and  a  considerable  part  of  the  yield  and  profit  was  used  for  rein¬ 
vestment  in  the  same  sector,  for  developing  the  transport  system,  paying 
the  high  salaries  of  European  and  American  officials  and  for  capital 
amortization.  The  native  inhabitants  often  gained  remarkably  little.  Pro¬ 
duction  for  domestic  needs  was  also  neglected  and  at  most  received 
only  slight  aid  from  the  administration’s  modest  budget.  This  one¬ 
sided  concentration  on  export  production,  together  with  the  rapid  popula¬ 
tion  increase  and  the  considerable  indebtedness  of  the  native  producers, 
often  resulted  in  poverty;  the  cocoa  farmers  and  petroleum  or  palm- 
oil  producers  of  West  Africa  and  the  cotton  farmers  of  Sudan  and 
Uganda  were  the  exceptions  rather  than  the  rule. 

Another  important  factor  was  the  colonies’  clear  and  direct  dependence 
on  the  world  market,  that  is,  on  the  extent  of  consumption  and  the  needs 
of  the  industrial  countries.  Until  recently  colonial  history  took  little  no¬ 
tice  of  the  fact  that  the  extension  and  intensification  of  agriculture  and 
mining  and  the  founding  of  new  and  rival  enterprises  in  other  areas 
caused  the  production  of  food  and  raw  materials  to  rise  more  rapidly 
than  the  need.  As  a  result,  the  primary  producers,  i.e.  the  colonies, 
suffered  from  an  unfavourable  balance  of  trade^®  and,  in  spite  of  growing 
production  and  yields,  remained  relatively  behind  in  the  expanding 
world  market.  In  some  cases  this  led  to  immediate  or  incipient  crises  of 
overproduction — e.g.  sugar  in  the  West  Indies — which  could  not  be  suc¬ 
cessfully  counteracted  by  pools,  syndicates,  restrictions  or  international 
agreements.  It  is  well  known  that  Great  Britain  attempted  to  halt  the 
falling  prices  of  rubber  in  Malaya  in  1922  by  restricting  production  and 
in  fact  only  generated  a  new  source  in  Indonesia  and  Liberia. 

In  spite  of  a  slight  increase,  the  processing  of  raw  materials  in  the 
colonies  and  their  actual  industrialization  remained  insignificant  during  the 
war.  The  colonial  powers  showed  little  interest  in  this  and  therefore  rarely 
granted  the  tariff  protection  necessary  to  the  development  of  an  industry. 
This  is  understandable,  since  it  meant  that  India,  for  example,  was  able  to 
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develop  its  eotton  industry  to  sueh  an  extent  that  it  seriously  affeeted 
Laneashire  and  played  a  considerable  part  in  bringing  about  the  crisis  in 
British  industry  between  the  wars.^'^  Tliis  situation  in  the  colonies 
made  the  young,  nationalist  61ite,  schooled  in  the  West,  susceptible  to 
Marxist  promises  and  gave  their  nationalism  a  revolutionary  accent.  The 
new  61ite  had  scarcely  any  part  in  the  modem,  expanding  eolonial 
economy  and  had  access  only  to  the  lower  levels  of  the  administration 
and  technical  cadre;  the  economic  development  of  their  country  by 
foreign  enterprises,  as  well  as  their  dependence  on  the  world  market  and 
the  fact  that  the  manipulations  had  been  taken  out  of  their  hands,  seemed 
to  them  “alienation”  and  capitalist  exploitation,  which  could  be  opposed 
only  by  national  emancipation  and  social  revolution. 

The  catastrophic  condition  of  the  world  economy  further  aggravated 
the  situation.  The  prices  of  raw  materials  collapsed  entirely.^®  Exports 
dwindled,  and  production  had  to  be  suspended.  Plantations  and  mines 
went  bankrupt  and  workers  were  discharged;  reduced  colonial  budgets 
even  forced  economy  measures  in  education.  The  formation  of  blocs  and 
the  trend  towards  autarchy  increased:  France  isolated  itself  even  further  in 
its  tariff  policy,  while  England  gave  up  the  gold  standard  and  tried,  in 
Ottawa  in  1932,  to  assure  itself  a  part  of  the  colonial  imports  by  a  system 
of  imperial  preferences.  The  effects  were  conflicting.  Even  if  the  mother 
country  took  over  an  increasing  amount  of  the  colonial  exports,  it  often 
could  not  take  the  entire  production,  for  example,  of  eocoa  in  West 
Africa  or  tea  in  Ceylon.  Moreover,  colonial  products  could  not  compete 
with  those  of  the  mother  eountry.  France  set  limits  on  its  wine  and  wheat 
imports  from  North  Africa.  But  when  the  European  and  American  econo¬ 
mics  recovered  after  1933  and  world  trade  rose  again,  the  terms  still 
remained  unfavourable  to  the  colonies.  Europe  profited  from  cheap  im¬ 
ports,  which  provided  some  compensation  for  the  fall  in  industrial  pro- 
duction.2®  When  extremely  cheap  textiles  from  Japan  threatened  the  ex¬ 
ports  of  the  mother  country,  Japanese  imports  into  French,  British  and 
Dutch  colonies  were  drastically  reduced.  The  colonial  inhabitants,  al¬ 
ready  seriously  injured  by  the  crisis,  at  a  trading  disadvantage  and  in  any 
case  scarcely  earning  a  living  wage,  were  now  also  cheated  of  the  means 
of  directing  their  modest  consumer  power  to  cheap  Japanese  goods.  The 
colonial  powers  tried  to  justify  themselves  by  declaring  that  Japan  imported 
few  colonial  products,  which  posed  severe  problems  for  colonial  trade  and 
the  balance  of  payments;  but  this  did  not  remove  the  psychological  and 
political  repercussions  of  these  and  similar  measures  on  the  nationalist 
opposition. 

The  changes  in  the  structure  of  the  world  economy  inspired  M.  J. 
Bonn,  a  lecturer  in  economics  in  Berlin  and,  after  his  emigration,  at 
the  London  School  of  Economics,  to  evolve  a  far-sighted  theory  of  “coun¬ 
ter-colonization”  which,  although  almost  forgotten  today,  deserves  to  be 
mentioned.®®  Bonn  also  introduced  the  term  “decolonization”.®^  His 
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concept  of  colonization  was  very  broad;  he  saw  it  as  the  transfer  of  politi¬ 
cal,  economic  and  cultural  institutions  from  one  society  to  another  and 
restricted  it  neither  to  nineteenth-century  expansion  nor  to  expansion 
overseas  but  included  the  Russian  advance  in  Asia,  which  he  considered 
a  form  of  Communist  colonialism.^^  After  the  partition  of  the  world  a 
counter-movement  had  taken  place  which  was  gaining  pace:  “For  the 
time  being  empire-making  has  come  to  a  standstill,  empire-breaking  has 
been  going  on  on  an  unprecedented  scale” Emigration  overseas  and 
capital  exports  had  dwindled  while  the  United  States  had  “uncolonized” 
itself  and  was  in  turn  pressing  outwards;  the  British  dominions  demanded 
protective  tariffs,  and  in  Eastern  Europe  new  states  had  set  up  further 
tariff  restrictions.  The  eolonial  world,  from  China  to  North  Africa,  was 
resisting  economic  and  political  domination  and  trying  to  industrialize  on 
its  own.  Great  Britain  had  been  forced  to  grant  fiscal  sovereignty  to  the 
dominions  and  even  to  India  and  was  now  withdrawing  from  Ireland 
and  China.  Unrest  was  the  order  of  the  day;  debts  were  unpaid  and 
currencies  inflationary.  Everyone  was  calling  for  sovereign  rights  and 
claiming  equal  status.  Europe,  which  had  coined  these  ideas,  would  not 
be  able  to  halt  the  countercolonization.  “This  mission  implies  the  ultimate 
liquidation  of  domination.  It  may  be  a  task  of  decades  or  centuries. 

While  economic  and  currency  blocs  were  forming,  non-colonial  powers 
were  demanding  free  and  equal  access  to  the  raw  materials;  Japan  and 
Italy  had  already  gone  over  to  open  aggression.  Would  it  be  possible, 
asked  Bonn,  to  overcome  these  trends  towards  autarchy  and  disintegration, 
or  would  the  conflicts  and  tensions  lead  to  a  new  world  war? 

The  crisis  in  the  world  economy  with  its  tariff  and  currency  blocs 
provided  Fascist  Italy,  imperialist  Japan  and  the  German  National  Social¬ 
ists  with  adequate  reasons  for  asserting  that  the  colonial  question  was  a 
problem  of  international  politics  and  using  it  as  a  means  of  applying 
diplomatic  pressure.  They  used  the  slogan  “have  and  have-not'  powers  to 
differentiate  themselves  from  the  colonial  powers  of  Great  Britain  and 
France.  Belgium,  the  Netherlands  and  Portugal,  whose  territories  were 
underdeveloped  and  only  thinly  settled  at  that  time  but  who  nevertheless 
controlled  a  large  part  of  colonial  raw  material  production,  were  also 
differentiated  from  the  “young  and  dynamic”,  closely  settled  nations  with 
high  birth  rates  who  possessed  little  or  no  colonial  tenitory,  had  to  pay 
for  their  raw  materials  with  foreign  bills  and  were  at  the  mercy  of  the 
“monopolies”  of  the  “plutocratic”  powers.  Japan  tried  to  justify  its  ex¬ 
pansion  in  Manchuria  and  China,  Italy  its  attack  on  Ethiopia,  as  the 
acquisition  of  living  space  “necessary  to  survival”,  since  they  were  over- 
populated  and  lacked  basic  raw  materials.  Yet  the  colonial  question  did 
not  become  an  acute  diplomatic  issue  until  Germany  announced  its  new 
colonial  claims.  The  American  and  Russian  challenge  was  then  joined,  al¬ 
though  briefly,  by  the  German. 
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The  Weimar  Republic  had  never  renounced  its  claim  for  the  return  of 
the  German  colonies  surrendered  at  Versailles.®®  The  “lie  of  colonial 
guilt  i.e.  the  allegation  that  German  colonial  administration  had  been 
brutal,  on  which  grounds  the  victors  had  refused  to  return  German  pos¬ 
sessions,  had  understandably  inflamed  public  opinion  and  led  to  protests 
in  the  national  assembly  and  by  the  peace  delegation.  Germany  refused, 
however,  to  accept  the  counterproposal  to  hand  back  the  former  colonies 
as  a  League  of  Nations  mandate.®®  The  colonial  propaganda  of  the 
Weimar  Republic,  heatedly  pursued  in  the  press,  found  grounds  here  for 
demanding  equal  colonial  rights;  it  appealed  to  the  need  for  land  for 
settlement,  sources  of  raw  materials  and  market  outlets.  This  argument 
was  adopted  readily  and  uncritically  in  Germany  although  in  fact  the 
former  colonies  could  be  of  little  value  to  the  German  economy.  Even 
Hjalmar  Schacht  urged  the  return  of  the  German  colonies  before  and 
after  1933.®^  But  the  colonial  issue  played  a  minor  role  in  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  debates  and  foreign  policy  of  the  Weimar  Republic,  although 
the  bourgeois  parties  pressed  it  as  part  of  the  demand  for  revision  of  the 
Versailles  dictate”.®®  Apart  from  the  Communists  and  some  left-wing 
bourgeois  intellectuals,®®  the  Social  Democrats  were  alone  in  officially 
voicing  their  disinterest^®;  but  the  Social  Democrats  participated  in  the 
interfactional  colonial  alliance.^^  Stresemann  had  sanctioned  the  colonial 
claim  and,  on  Germany’s  entry  into  the  League  of  Nations,  demanded  a 
part  in  the  administration  of  the  mandate  (Germany  had  become  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  Mandate  Commission  in  1927  but  received  no  mandate).  His 
programme  of  revision  included  the  return  or  redistribution  of  the  colonies, 
but  he  did  not  give  the  question  special  urgency.^^ 

In  Mein  Kampf,  Hitler  settled  accounts  with  Kaiser  Wilhelm’s  policy 
and  openly  put  overseas  expansion  behind  the  need  for  “living  space”  in 
Eastern  Europe.  In  the  following  years  he  continued  to  show  little  interest 
in  the  colonies,  seeing  them  only  as  the  final  acquisition  to  be  gained 
after  victory  over  England  and  Russia.^®  After  his  success  in  the  West  in 
1940?  Hitler  took  certain  preparatory  military  and  administrative  steps 
with  a  view  to  future  colonial  administration.^^  At  the  same  time,  the 
colonial  propaganda  of  the  Weimar  Republic  was  energetically  con¬ 
tinued;  the  surviving  organizations  of  the  Imperial  Colonial  League  of 
^933“^93^  were  aligned  and  made  directly  subordinate  to  the  party  leader 
by  the  imperial  head  of  the  colonial  political  office,  Ritter  von  Epp.  It 
became  clear  that  the  dispute  with  Versailles  and  the  demands  for  living 
space  and  raw  materials  were  linked  with  Hitler’s  alleged  defence  of  the 
white  race.'*®  Officially,  however,  no  colonial  claims  were  made  before 
1936  and  then  again  in  1937.*®  Hitler  at  first  dismissed  the  colonial  issue 
from  his  domestic  policy,  as  in  his  statement  of  5  November  1937 
(Hossbach-Protokoll),  taking  into  account  British  resistance.  But  diplo¬ 
matically  he  tried  to  assert  that  it  was  the  “only  diEerence  between  Eng¬ 
land  and  Germany”,*'^  evidently  with  the  intention  of  using  it  as  a 
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means  of  exerting  pressure  on  Britain  and  gaining  a  free  hand  in  the 

East.^8 

Hitler’s  demands  in  1936  and  1937  for  the  return  or  redistribution  of 
the  colonies  caused  panic  in  England.  The  Government  was  besieged 
with  questions  in  Parliament  and  urged  to  refuse  the  demands,^®  while 
lively  discussion  among  the  parties  and  in  the  press  showed  a  surprising 
willingness  to  comply  with  them  in  some  form.  Schacht’s  theory  about 
the  importance  of  the  former  colonies  to  the  German  economy,  which 
was  taken  up  again  in  Foreign  Affairs,^^  was  easy  to  refute,  for  instance 
by  a  League  of  Nations  enquiry.®^  There  was  also  the  moral  argument 
that  it  was  unthinkable  to  deliver  African  subjects  into  the  hands  of  race¬ 
conscious,  National  Socialist  Germany.  On  the  other  hand,  Germany’s 
reproach  that  Britain  was  in  unilateral  control  of  essential  raw  materials 
was  considered  justified.  A  solution  had  to  be  found.®^  As  early  as  1935 
the  Foreign  Minister  Sir  John  Simon  had  cautioned  the  House  of  Gom- 
mons  to  seek  an  international  solution  to  the  problem  of  raw  materials.®^ 
The  Gonservative  party,  under  pressure  from  the  diehards  and  supported 
by  the  weighty  speeches  of  Leo  Amery,  refused  to  return  the  colonies, 
even  as  a  League  of  Nations  mandate;  one  of  their  reasons  was  the 
strategic  importance  of  the  lines  of  communication  with  India.  Others,  like 
Noel-Buxton  and  Arnold  Toynbee®^  and  the  press  magnates  Rothermere 
and  Beaverbrook,®®  did  consider  the  possibility  of  a  German  mandate  in 
Tanganyika  or  an  international  agreement  that  would  give  everyone  free 
access  to  the  raw  materials  in  a  large  area  of  Africa  set  free  by  several 
colonial  powers.  The  Labour  party  once  more  proposed  subordinating  all 
the  colonies  to  the  League  of  Nations.®®  Discussion  of  the  German  de¬ 
mands  was  always  connected  with  the  desire  to  comply  with  any  legiti¬ 
mate”  efforts  to  ensure  peace. 

British  diplomats,  especially  Neville  Ghamberlain,  clearly  overestimated 
German  colonial  interest  and  were  prepared  to  make  concessions.  By  a 
policy  of  appeasement  they  hoped  to  persuade  Hitler  if  not  openly  to 
renounce  his  Eastern  expansionism,  at  least  to  make  definite  concessions 
in  disarmament  or  to  return  to  the  League  of  Nations.  They  were  thinking 
of  Tanganyika  and  of  Belgian,  Portuguese  and  French  territories.®^  In 
France,  Foreign  Minister  Delbos  showed  some  interest  in  reaching  a 
colonial  agreement  that  would  perhaps  involve  conceding  Gameroun.®® 
But  Britain  and  France  considered  such  concessions  only  as  their  con¬ 
tribution  within  a  “general  agreement”  which  presupposed  definite  pledges 
from  Hitler.  Hitler,  however,  refused  to  make  such  statements,  either 
about  his  demands  or  what  he  was  prepared  to  concede;  he  did  not  want 
to  commit  himself  on  his  activities  in  the  East  and  was  using  the  colonies 
only  as  a  means  of  exerting  pressure  on  the  Western  powers.  In  the  spring 
of  1938  Neville  Ghamberlain  and  Arthur  Henderson  realized  this.®®  The 
colonial  question  was  raised  again  later  during  the  Gzechoslovakian  crisis 
and  in  the  months  before  the  outbreak  of  war. 
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Tile  German  “challenge”  remained  a  diplomatic  intermezzo  rather  than 
a  genuine  danger  to  European  colonial  dominance.  The  German  attitude 
was  in  any  case  not  really  anti-colonial.  Neither  the  Weimar  diplomats 
nor  the  National  Socialists  tried  to  use  the  loss  of  the  colonies  in  1919  as 
a  means  of  gaining  economic  and  political  influence  in  the  colonial  and 
semi-colonial  territories.  Only  a  few  individuals  urged  this.®**  Germany  sup¬ 
ported  nationalist  organizations  in  the  colonies  before  and  during  the 
Second  World  War  and  achieved  some  success  in  the  Arab  territories 
with  its  anti-semitism;  but  the  revolutions  were  not  very  forcefully 
pursued  and  had  little  success,  since  Germany  wanted  colonies  for  itself, 
and  its  racial  theories  were  rejected  by  the  coloured  nationalists.  Gandhi 
and  Nehru,  Bourguiba  and  Ferhat  Abbas  and  Senghor  showed  no  sym¬ 
pathy  at  all  towards  National  Socialism  and  openly  declared  their  al¬ 
legiance  to  the  Allies. 

It  is  dilEcult  to  tell  whether  the  German  challenge  led  the  colonial 
powers  to  make  political  concessions  to  the  nationalists.  Italy’s  conquest  of 
Ethiopia  brought  a  new  agreement  between  London  and  Egypt;  but  for 
the  same  reason  Egypt  accepted  Britain’s  right  of  intervention.  The  in¬ 
creasingly  sharp  criticism  of  colonial  administration  in  England  and  oc¬ 
casionally  in  France  around  1930  may  have  had  some  connection  with 
Italian  and  German  claims — as  is  frequently  assumed— but  its  source  was 
different.  Discussions  of  the  colonial  question  did,  however,  arouse  the 
interest  of  a  wider  public  and  prepare  the  ground  for  a  future  policy  of 
reform. 

The  Second  World  War  was  of  decisive  importance  in  speeding  up 
the  incipient  change  in  the  political  scene.  Since  the  conflict  had  broken 
out  in  Europe,  non-European  countries  could  not  but  see  it  as  another 
“fratricidal  war”.  But  this  time  the  war  spread  to  the  colonial  territories 
and  was  connected  with  Japan’s  simultaneous  claim  to  hegemony  in  the 
Far  East.  In  the  First  World  War,  a  colonial  power  (Germany)  had  been 
conquered  while  the  real  advocates  of  colonialism  (Great  Britain  and 
France)  managed  to  assert  their  strength  in  spite  of  their  loss  of  prestige. 
The  Second  World  War  at  first  brought  about  an  unexpected  and  total 
collapse  of  these  same  powers.  The  defeat  of  France  affected  Indochina, 
North  and  Gentral  Africa.  There  were  no  actual  insurrections — the  French 
later  liked  to  point  out  the  loyalty  of  their  subjects— and  the  Vichy 
Government  was  able  to  assert  itself  as  a  colonial  power  and  superficially 
at  least  ensure  its  continuity.  But  the  fact  that  the  dominant  power  had 
suffered  defeat,  that  the  new  government  was  not  recognized  by  its  former 
allies  and  was  attacked  by  propaganda  and,  beyond  all  this,  that  Free 
France  called  for  resistance  to  the  Vichy  officials,  came  as  a  profound 
shock  to  the  colonials  and  gave  great  impetus  to  opposition  movements. 
When  the  Japanese  installed  themselves  in  Indochina  and  the  Allies 
landed  in  North  Africa,  since  the  French  were  so  divided,  the  occasion 


introduction:  international  aspects  21 

seemed  ripe  for  creating  new  organizations  and  parties,  announcing 
radical  claims  and  playing  off  the  powers  one  against  the  other. 

Great  Britain  suffered  its  most  spectacular  defeat  in  its  colonies  rather 
than  in  Europe.  The  fall  of  Singapore,  that  mighty  naval  base  which  had 
become  the  symbol  of  Britain’s  economic  interest,  militar}’  presence  and 
will  to  dominate  in  Asia,  must  be  considered  an  event  of  the  first  order  in 
world  history  and  a  milestone  in  the  process  of  decolonization— not  only 
because  it  entailed  the  loss  of  Malaya  and  Burma  and  made  possible  the 
Japanese  conquest  of  the  Dutch  Indies,  but  because  the  apparently  im¬ 
possible  collapse  of  a  system  of  domination  that,  if  not  actually  hated,  was 
still  considered  alien,  made  a  deep  impression  on  the  colonial  peoples. 
The  noted  French  expert  on  Indochina,  Paul  Mus,  made  an  acute  analysis 
of  the  “mutation”  in  the  attitude  of  the  Annamite  farmers®^;  he  said 
they  saw  the  defeat  as  the  loss  of  Britain’s  divine  mission  of  domination, 
which  could  not  be  credibly  restored  even  by  the  re-establishment  of  the 
external  apparatus.  Religious  beliefs  may  have  been  different  in  Burma 
and  Indonesia,  but  here  too  there  was  a  psychological  collapse.  And  as 
though  it  were  not  enough  that  Europe  was  defeated,  the  Asian  power, 
Japan,  was  now  asserting  itself,  taking  over  administration  and  exploiting 
anti-West  and  anti-colonial  feelings  by  propaganda  and  skilful  subversion. 
Japan  encouraged  nationalist  opposition,  set  up  “national”  governments 
and  finally  proclaimed  independence,  so  that  when  the  colonial  powers 
returned,  they  found  themselves  faced  by  a  fait  accompli  of  newly  in¬ 
dependent  republics.  A  new  generation  of  nationalists  was  appearing;  the 
moderate  leaders  of  the  pre-war  years  who  were  willing  to  collaborate  were 
being  replaced  by  a  younger,  radical,  at  times  Marxist-trained  elite  who 
had  led  the  emancipation  movement  in  either  collaboration  with  or 
resistance  to  the  occupying  power.  After  Japan  fell  and  before  the  Eu¬ 
ropeans  were  established  again,  the  new  elite  was  able  to  break  through 
and  confront  the  colonial  powers  with  its  military  force  and  mass  organiza¬ 
tion. 

From  Eg}^pt  to  Ceylon,  in  the  countries  not  conquered  by  the  Axis, 
the  emancipation  accelerated  by  the  war  pursued  its  course  in  a  less 
radical  manner.  Nevertheless,  it  too  forced  the  colonial  powers  to  make 
concessions  that  would  have  been  unthinkable  before  1939  best 

have  been  relegated  to  the  distant  future.  France  was  forced  to  grant  in¬ 
dependence  to  Syria  and  Lebanon  and  to  announce  reforms  in  North 
Africa.  Britain  promised  eventual  dominion  status  to  India,  Burma  and 
Ceylon.  The  Netherlands  wanted  to  reach  an  entirely  new  agreement  with 
Indonesia.  Africa  south  of  the  Sahara  was  a  new  factor;  here  the  class  of 
African  manufacturers,  middlemen  and  intellectuals  had  grown  rapidly 
in  size  and  importance  and  was  making  demands.  West  Africa  became  an 
important  economic  and  military  terrain  for  the  Allies:  the  Americans 
stationed  reinforcements  for  the  Middle  East  there;  production  was  over¬ 
taxed,  troops  were  recruited  and  appointed  to  various  battlefields.  More- 
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over,  General  de  Gaulle  had  won  a  territorial  base  for  Free  France  in 
Equatorial  Africa.  In  Brazzaville  in  1944  a  new  post-war  policy  was  an¬ 
nounced  for  French  Africa;  in  the  British  territories  constitutions  began  to 
be  reformed.  Although  neither  the  colonial  powers  nor  the  African  leaders 
counted  on  immediate  independence,  it  was  apparent  that  Africa  south  of 
the  Sahara  had  now  joined  the  process  of  emancipation.  The  Second 
World  War  had  the  same  importance  for  Africa  as  the  first  had  for  the 
Middle  and  Far  East. 

The  rapid  spread  of  radical  nationalism  in  the  colonies  was  matched 
by  a  growing  readiness  in  the  mother  countries  to  counteract  the  “revolt 
of  the  coloured  world”,  if  necessary  by  military  force,  as  well  as  by 
concessions  and  reforms.  This  was  partly  a  question  of  necessity,  partly 
because  it  was  difficult  to  bring  the  principles  according  to  which  they 
were  waging  war  against  the  Axis  in  line  with  colonial  practice.  Above 
all,  the  colonial  powers  wanted  to  break  through  the  stagnant  situation 
of  the  late  1930s  and  find  a  basis  for  a  “collaboration  in  partnership”. 
Socialist  parties  were  very  active;  in  England  and  Free  France  they  had 
already  played  a  major  part  in  the  political  discussions  and  decision¬ 
making.  In  1945  they  were  given  a  role  in  the  government.  Now  the 
bourgeois  parties  as  well  asserted  their  “anti-imperialist”,  “anti-colonial” 
outlook  and  showed  themselves  ready  to  reform.  If  in  the  First  World 
War  imperial  dominance  lost  its  self-assurance  and  the  “white  man’s 
burden  became  a  doubtful  concept,  these  notions  disappeared  entirely 
during  and  after  the  Second  World  War,  or  had  to  be  reinterpreted  in 
such  a  way  that  they  appeared  to  be  legitimate  and  convincing  forms 
of  preparing  for  decolonization  and  eventual  independence. 

TTe  “international  challenge”  that  had  arisen  in  1917  and  snowballed 
in  the  inter-war  period  reached  its  peak  and  further  speeded  up  the 
process  of  decolonization.  Decisions  of  world  policy  were  now  in  the 
hands  of  the  external  ’  powers,  America  and  Russia,  and  their  anti¬ 
colonialist  policies  forced  the  colonial  powers  onto  the  defensive,  both 
during  the  common-front  stage  and  later  during  the  Gold  War. 

The  United  States  under  Franklin  Roosevelt  made  clear  its  anti¬ 
colonial  attitude  during  the  war  and  in  the  inter-Allied  conferences,  as 
well  as  in  official  and  press  statements.®^  This  led  to  differences  of 
opinion  over  the  interpretation  of  the  Atlantic  Gharter.  Prime  Minister 
Winston  Ghurchill,  who  had  proved  himself  a  diehard  imperialist,  wanted 
Article  Three,  which  declared  the  “right  of  all  peoples  to  choose  the 
form  of  government  under  which  they  will  live”,  to  apply  only  to  the 
European  countries  freed  from  the  Axis  powers;  the  Atlantic  Gharter 
did  not  “qualify  in  any  way  the  various  statements  of  policy  which 
have  been  made  from  time  to  time  about  the  development  of  constitu¬ 
tional  government  in  India,  Burma  or  other  parts  of  the  British  Empire”.®® 
Ghurchill  did  not  support  the  idea  of  a  universal  right  to  self-government. 
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nor  did  he  want  to  be  dictated  to  by  the  reform  policy  of  the  inter¬ 
war  years;  doubtless  he  assumed  that  even  in  India  self-government  was 
not  yet  an  acute  issue.  Roosevelt,  on  the  other  hand,  stated  emphatically 
that  the  right  to  self-determination  declared  by  the  Atlantic  Charter 
applied  to  all  the  peoples  of  the  earth  and  that  America  would  actively 
support  it.  With  the  support  of  the  1940  Republican  presidential  candi¬ 
date,  Wendell  Willkie,  the  American  press  attacked  the  colonial  powers, 
symphathized  with  nationalist  movements  and  warned  Europe  that 
America  did  not  want  to  fight  for  the  reconquest  of  lost  territories. 
Many  of  these  views  were  superficial,  unjust  and  occasionally  hypocritical, 
not  least  with  respect  to  America’s  own  colonial  and  semi-colonial 
positions;  yet  it  was  recognized  that  national  emancipation  in  Asia  had 
received  enonnous  impetus  from  the  war  and  that  it  was  in  America  s 
interest  to  win  the  sympathies  of  the  new  states  and  tiy  to  “canalize 
the  newly  released  energies:  “Unless  the  forces  of  nationalism,  which 
are  fast  growing  more  and  more  powerful  in  all  these  vast  areas  of  the 
earth,  are  canalized  into  constructive  channels,  a  devastating  state  of  chaos 
will  ensue.  The  determination  of  some  of  these  peoples  to  secure 
their  freedom  cannot  longer  be  thwarted.”®^ 

President  Roosevelt  accused  Churchill  of  “old-fashioned”  imperialism, 
urged  London  to  make  concessions  to  India  and  made  contact  through 
special  envoys  with  Congress  party  leaders.  But  he  did  not  fail  to 
realize  that  the  decision  lay  in  Britain’s  hands  and  that  America  must 
not  offend  its  most  important  ally.  Such  considerations  were  absent 
in  the  case  of  France  where  American  anti-colonialism  could  unfold 
fully.  Roosevelt  ostentatiously  made  contact  with  the  sultan  in  Casa¬ 
blanca,  urged  the  independence  of  Syria  and  Lebanon  in  Cairo,  and 
even  tried  to  prevent  the  re-establishment  of  France  in  Indochina 
during  the  great  war  conferences.  Since,  even  in  the  American  view, 
most  of  the  colonies  were  not  yet  “ripe”  for  independence,  an  extended 
mandate  system  was  to  guarantee  that  the  administration  was  conducted 
in  the  interests  of  the  inhabitants  and  to  prepare  them  for  self-govern¬ 
ment.  By  this  means  it  was  hoped  that  the  colonial  question  could  be 
withdrawn  from  the  arena  of  Great  Power  rivalry. 

In  1945  the  League  of  Nations  Mandate  was  replaced  by  the  Trustee¬ 
ship  of  the  United  Nations.  Roosevelt  and  the  U.  S.  Department  of 
State  had  originally  aimed  at  a  system  of  trusteeship  for  all  the  colonies, 
but  they  gave  in  to  British  resistance  and  restricted  it  to  the  former 
mandated  territories  and  some  of  the  areas  conquered  by  the  Axis 
powers;  this  had  been  agreed  in  Yalta.  The  articles  of  the  United  Nations 
Charter  referring  to  the  colonies  ended  as  a  compromise  after  lengthy 
negotiations  in  San  Francisco  between  the  colonial  powers  and  the 
anti-colonialists,  the  latter  led  by  China  and  supported  by  the  Soviet 
Union.®®  The  Mandate  Commission  of  the  League  of  Nations  now 
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became  the  Trusteeship  Council  of  the  United  Nations,  made  up  of 
both  mandated  and  non-mandated  territories.  It  received  reports  and 
could  send  out  its  own  research  commissions  and  hear  petitions;  its 
task  was  to  prepare  the  areas  concerned  for  self-government  or  inde¬ 
pendence,  Article  73  has  been  called  the  “Colonial  Charter”  of  the 
non-self-governing  territories,  i.e.  the  colonies  in  the  literal  sense:  accord¬ 
ing  to  it,  the  colonial  powers  retained  full  power  of  control  but  pledged 
themselves  to  comply  with  certain  conditions  and  to  present  an  annual 
report  to  the  United  Nations  on  economic,  social  and  cultural  progress. 
With  some  difficulty,  the  colonial  powers  managed  to  avoid  having  to 
provide  political  information  and  to  prevent  independence  from  being 
declared  the  ultimate  aim.  The  term  “self-government”  was  agreed  upon 
since  it  seemed  wide  enough  to  cover  dominion  status  or— in  the  case 
of  France— full  integration  and  membership  in  the  Union  franjaise. 

The  Trusteeship  Council  was  very  active.  It  examined  hundreds  of 
petitions  and  sent  out  special  delegations  whose  often  highly  critical 
reports  were  submitted  to  the  special  commission  of  the  General  As¬ 
sembly.  Since  states  without  colonies  were  in  the  majority,  this  led  to 
violent  anti-colonial  polemics.  The  anti-colonial  bloc  tried  to  extend  its 
influence  in  the  non-self-governing  territories,  and  in  1946,  by  a  rather 
doubtful  legal  procedure,  a  Committee  on  Information  from  Non-self- 
governing  Territories  was  formed  to  force  the  colonial  powers  to  give 
political  information  and  to  fix  “timetables”  for  independence.  These 
measures  aimed  at  linking  the  colonies  more  closely  with  the  trusteeship 
areas  and  providing  the  United  Nations  with  an  important  say  in  the 
decisions.  The  colonial  powers  resisted  as  a  matter  of  principle,  although 
with  little  success;  they  also  resisted  because  they  were  irritated  by  the 
often  unobjective  criticism  levelled  at  them  by  the  Soviet  Union  and 
its  satellites,  as  well  as  by  the  South  American  and  Arab  states  who 
themselves  were  far  from  providing  the  democratic  rights  and  social 
progress  they  demanded  of  the  colonial  powers.®® 

It  is  difficult  to  assess  the  influence  of  the  United  Nations  on  decoloni¬ 
zation,  though  doubtless  it  was  considerable.  The  possibility  of  addressing 
petitions  to  the  United  Nations,  the  creation  of  research  commissions 
in  the  trusteeship  territories,  the  critical  reports  and  the  influence  of 
the  anti-colonial  bloc  in  United  Nations  meetings,  gave  the  colonial 
opposition  opportunity  to  make  extensive  demands  and  to  force  the 
colonial  powers  onto  the  defensive.  France  had  to  grant  a  special  status 
to  Togoland  and  Cameroon  and,  by  this  sudden  decolonization,  created 
a  precedent  that  pointed  the  way  via  autonomy  to  independence  for 
other  parts  of  French  West  Africa  and  Equatorial  Africa.  The  United 
Nations  consented  to  i960  as  the  date  for  granting  independence  to 
Somaliland,  which  was  administered  as  a  trusteeship  by  Italy  and  was 
perhaps  the  least  developed  area  of  Africa.  It  is  said  that  the  reproach 
to  Belgium  that  it  was  neglecting  higher  education  for  the  Africans  in 
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Ruanda-Urundi  and  allowing  them  very  little  say  in  political  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  affairs  contributed  to  the  formation  of  universities  in  the 
Congo.®^  But  the  decisive  factor  was  that,  apart  from  the  special  agencies 
of  the  United  Nations,  the  General  Assembly  and  the  Security  Council 
concerned  themselves  to  a  very  large  extent  with  colonial  issues  and 
took  a  more  or  less  stern  stand  against  the  colonial  powers  in  their 
resolutions.  The  anti-colonialism  of  the  Asian  and  African  states,  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  Soviet  bloc,  found  in  the  United  Nations  a  forum  before 
which  it  could  appeal  to  world  opinion.  The  colonial  powers  concerned 
managed  to  prevent  what  they  considered  unsuitable  interference  in 
their  domestic  affairs  and  often  remained  absent  from  the  negotiations 
or  warned  against  doubtful  Communist  manoeuvres  to  gain  the  sympathies 
of  the  “coloured  world”;  but  they  could  not  avoid  paying  heed  to  U.N. 
negotiations  and  resolutions. 

The  United  States  found  itself  in  a  dilemma.®®  It  considered  itself 
an  anti-colonial  power  and  was  still  willing  to  defend  this  attitude  fer¬ 
vently.  The  colonial  charter  and  the  United  Nations  Trusteeship  Council 
were  essentially  its  doing  and  would  never  have  come  into  being 
without  United  States’  initiative.  On  the  other  hand,  it  was  aware  that 
the  colonial  powers  were  its  main  allies.  True,  British  imperialism,  which 
had  been  the  stumbling-block  for  Roosevelt,  was  coming  to  an  end  by 
itself  and  more  rapidly  and  completely  than  the  Americans  had  expected: 
India,  Ceylon  and  Burma  were  independent  as  early  as  1948.  On  the 
Indonesia  question,  Washington  stood  back  or  tried  to  negotiate  at  first; 
it  did  not  openly  oppose  the  Netherlands  until  1948.  This  irritated  the 
Dutch  without  contenting  the  Asians,  particularly  the  Indians.  Moreover, 
during  the  Indochinese  war  the  colonial  question  had  moved  into 
the  sphere  of  the  Cold  War.  In  i945>  United  States  refused 
military  aid  to  France  and  very  soon  made  contact  with  the  Viet  Minh; 
but  after  Mao’s  seizure  of  power  and  the  Korean  war,  it  found  itself 
forced  to  reinterpret  the  “colonial  war”  as  a  war  of  defence  against 
Communism  and  to  grant  the  French  massive  military  and  financial 
aid.  In  the  1950s,  when  the  Moroccan,  Tunisian  and  finally  Algerian 
questions  demanded  a  definite  stand  in  the  United  Nations,  the  United 
States  again  found  itself  caught  in  a  conflict  between,  on  the  one  hand, 
anti-colonialism  and  the  desire  to  maintain  the  sympathies  of  the  Asian 
and  African  world,  and  on  the  other,  its  allegiance  to  its  Atlantic 
Treaty  partner  and  its  own  strategic  and  economic  interests.  At  least 
it  was  now  possible  to  support  the  emancipation  of  Africa  south  of  the 
Sahara  more  openly. 

The  Netherlands,  France  and  Portugal  may  tend,  with  understandable 
bias,  to  hold  the  United  States  responsible  for  the  loss  of  their  overseas 
positions  and  to  overestimate  American  influence;  but  it  is  undeniable 
that  the  pronounced  anti-colonialism  of  this  leading  Western  power  had 
some  obvious  or  latent  effects  on  European  governments  and  in  the 
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colonies  and  accelerated  the  process  of  decolonization  after  1945.  The 
value  of  the  aeceleration  remains  an  open  question;  perhaps  it  had  a 
negative  effect  on  the  young  states  and  on  Europe;  perhaps  the  reluctantly 
accepted  pressure  from  America  made  it  easier  for  the  eolonial  powers 
to  beat  a  timely  retreat  from  positions  that  had  become  untenable  and, 
in  most  cases  at  least,  to  prevent  bloody  conflicts. 

The  Soviet  Union  supported  all  the  colonial  emancipation  efforts. 
It  made  full  use  of  propaganda  against  the  colonial  powers  and  sup¬ 
ported  the  Afro-Asian  “revolution”  as  part  of  its  own  global  dispute 
with  the  “imperialist  West”.  However,  the  Soviet  Union  had  its  own 
serious  ideological  and  tactical  problem,  which  was  the  old  question  of 
the  function  of  nationalist  bourgeois  organizations  and  Communist  parties 
in  the  struggle  for  independence.  Stalin’s  dogmatie  attitude  prevented 
him  from  making  full  use  of  his  opportunity  after  1945.  A  former 
specialist  on  the  “national  and  colonial”  question,  Stalin  had  stressed 
the  need  for  an  alliance  with  the  colonial  opposition  in  the  1920s, 
but  showed  surprisingly  little  interest  in  Asia  and  Africa  during  and 
after  the  Seeond  World  War.  After  the  failure  in  China  in  1927,  he 
concentrated  on  industrial  development  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  later 
on  directly  extending  his  own  territorial  power.  The  proletariat  in  the 
colonies  was  still  weak  and  badly  organized,  and  even  Mao’s  successes 
were  not  taken  seriously  at  first. 

Moscow  did  not  issue  new  directives  until  late  in  1947.®®  During 
the  war,  the  Communist  parties  had  been  forced  to  join  the  Allies 
and  fight  against  Japan.  This  had  allowed  the  formation  of  an  “anti¬ 
fascist”  front  in  Japanese-occupied  territory,  in  Indochina — where  the 
rate  of  sueeess  was  highest— Indonesia  and  Burma.  It  also  resulted  in 
a  conflict  with  the  Indian  Congress  party  which  for  many  years  weakened 
the  Communist  party  in  India.  In  the  Allied  war  conferences,  Stalin 
naturally  supported  Roosevelt’s  anti-colonialism  and  rather  half-heartedly 
approved  the  system  of  trusteeship.  But  although  in  San  Franeisco  the 
Soviet  Union  supported  the  anti-colonial  bloc  and  styled  itself  the 
“true  friend  of  the  peoples  suffering  under  the  colonial  yoke”,  it  did 
not  allow  an  open  rift  to  develop  with  the  W’est;  in  fact  it  demanded 
Russian  trusteeship  for  Tripolitania  at  the  end  of  the  war,  evidently 
with  the  strategic  aim  of  gaining  power  in  the  Mediterranean.'^®  At 
Potsdam,  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States  had  great  difficulty  in 
preventing  Russia  from  beeoming  a  colonial  power  in  North  Africa! 
Stalin,  however,  was  chiefly  interested  in  setting  up  peoples’  democracies 
in  Eastern  Europe  and  hoped  to  come  to  power  “legally”  in  certain 
Western  European  countries  by  the  skillful  use  of  peoples’  fronts.  Thorez 
was  deputy  prime  minister  of  the  French  Government  that  in  1945 
replied  to  unrest  in  Setif  (Algeria)  by  brutally  repressive  measures;  and 
even  the  Union  frangaise  gained  the  approval  of  the  French  Communist 
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party Stalin  based  himself  on  Lenin’s  theory  that  Western  imperialism 
would  never  give  up  its  colonial  positions  voluntarily  since  capitalism 
would  necessarily  collapse  without  colonies,  and  that  consequently  in¬ 
dependence  could  be  achieved  only  by  revolution,  Wlien  the  British 
Labour  Government  granted  independence  to  India,  Burma  and  Ceylon 
in  1947,  which  the  Soviet  Union  had  clearly  not  expected,  the  Soviets 
had  to  interpret  this  independence  as  “fake”  and  “illusory”.  For  the 
same  reason,  Nehru  and  U  Nu  were  labelled  “tools  of  British  imperialism” 
and  traitors  to  the  nationalist  revolution.  In  Asia,  with  the  exception 
of  Indochina,  decolonization  took  its  course  with  the  help  of  agitators 
from  the  Communist  parties  but  not  under  their  leadership.  In  1947-1948, 
after  the  expulsion  of  the  Communist  parties  from  the  French  and 
Italian  Governments,  when  Stalin  tried  to  impose  a  solution  in  Europe 
by  means-  of  revolutionary  strikes,  the  Berlin  blockade  and  the  Prague 
putsch,  a  Communist  uprising  was  sparked  off  in  Asia,  particularly 
in  Burma  and  Malaysia  and  in  somewhat  different  form  in  the  Philip¬ 
pines  and  in  India,  in  the  name  of  a  change  of  course.  The  uprisings 
failed,  after  lengthy  civil  wars,  and  the  Communist  parties  were  out¬ 
lawed  or  found  themselves  isolated. 

Khrushchev  fundamentally  revised  Stalin’s  policy  in  Asia  and  Africa.’^^ 
The  “two  camp”  concept  gave  way  to  the  notion  of  a  “tripartite”  world, 
in  which  former  and  still-existing  colonies  played  the  part  of  a  “neutral 
zone  of  peace”.^3  Nationalist  bourgeois  parties  were  recognized,  wooed 
by  diplomacy  and  propaganda,  and  given  developmental  aid.  The  broad 
outlines  of  the  new  course  were  apparent  in  the  Geneva  Conference 
of  1954  and  the  Bandung  Conference  of  i955»  Khrushchevs  visits  to 
Asia,  the  “rehabilitation”  of  Gandhi  and  the  wooing  of  Nasser  despite 
the  fact  that  the  Communist  party  in  Egypt  had  been  prohibited 
together  with  trade  agreements  to  meet  momentary  difficulties  in  the 
developing  countries.  The  independence  or  striving  towards  independence 
of  these  countries  now  counted  as  “genuine”  if  they  pledged  themselves 
to  a  bloc-free  foreign  policy  without  Western  support;  this  of  course 
meant  that  there  was  a  chance  of  winning  their  sympathies,  binding 
them  economically  or  involving  them  in  a  “united  anti-imperialist  front 
against  the  West,  above  all  against  the  United  States. 

The  change  of  course  had  particularly  strong  effects  in  Africa,  where 
decolonization  was  entering  the  decisive  phase.  So  far  the  Soviet  Union 
had  paid  little  attention  to  Africa.  Naturally  it  had  tried  to  gam  a 
foothold  there,  either  directly  or  by  means  of  European  Communist 
parties,  to  win  over  intellectuals,  to  train  young  people  and  infiltrate 
the  trade-unions;  but,  as  in  Asia,  it  had  considered  the  leading  nation¬ 
alist  organizations  “petit-bourgeois”  tools  m  the  service  of  British  or 
French  interests.  This  still  applied  to  Nkrumah  and  his  Convention 
People’s  party  in  1954,  as  it  did  to  the  Nigerians  Azikiwe  and  Awolowo 
and  Houphouet-Boigny,  who  had  put  an  end  to  the  collaboration  ot 
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his  Rassemblement  Democratique  Africain  with  the  Communist  party 
of  France  in  1950  snd  had  then  become  a  minister  in  the  government 
of  the  mother  country.  From  1955  on,  the  Sovet  Union  and  its  satel¬ 
lite  states  began  to  do  intensive  research  on  Africa.  They  abandoned 
traditional  theories  and  “legitimized”  the  nationalist  bourgeois  organ¬ 
izations.  But  the  revision  came  too  late  to  play  a  decisive  role  in  the 
decolonization  of  Africa.  Morocco  and  Tunisia  and  the  colonies  of 
British  and  French  West  Africa  became  independent  between  1955  and 
i960  without  any  major  contribution  from  the  Communist  parties.  In 
the  Algerian  war,  in  spite  of  military  aid  and  diplomatic  coverage  of 
their  rear,  the  National  Liberation  Front  clearly  separated  itself  from 
the  Communists,  not  least  because  the  memory  of  Setif  was  still  rife. 
In  the  Congo,  after  the  mutiny  of  the  Force  Publique,  a  political  vacuum 
formed  which  the  Soviet  Union  tried  to  penetrate;  but  United  Nations 
action  was  temporarily  able  to  prevent  the  Cold  War  from  spreading. 
In  East  Africa,  independent  nationalist  organizations  were  at  work,  al¬ 
though  Kenyatta  too  had  been  under  Communist  influence  between 
the  wars. 

It  is  possible  that  in  the  final  phase  of  decolonization,  when  the 
problem  takes  on  a  radical  form.  Communist  groups  will  gain  the  upper 
hand  in  Southern  Rhodesia  or  Portuguese  Africa,  by  a  policy  of  infiltra¬ 
tion  and  terrorism.  Whether  Communism  will  manage  to  seize  power 
in  individual  emergent  nations  in  the  post-colonial  era  remains  to  be 
seen.  The  Communists  have  had  a  certain  amount  of  success  certainly; 
but  the  young  states  have  shown  an  unexpected  inner  resilience  and, 
moreover,  are  determined  to  go  “their  own  way  to  socialism”  and  to 
defend  their  newly  won  independence  and  neutral  foreign  policy  against 
the  threat  of  being  made  satellites  of  the  Soviet  Union.  What  is 
important  here  is  that  Lenin’s  and  Stalin’s  theory  that  decolonization 
in  Asia  and  Africa  was  possible  only  under  Communist  leadership  and 
that  the  capitalist  West  would  not  survive  withdrawal  from  its  colonies 
has  not  proved  accurate. 

The  East-West  conflict  shifted  the  colonial  issue  into  the  realm  of 
world-wide  discussion,  in  which  both  blocs  declared  their  anti-colonialism 
and  at  the  same  time  competed  for  political  and  economic  influence 
in  the  Third  World”.  This  made  it  more  difficult,  if  not  impossible, 
for  the  colonial  powers  to  maintain  their  position.  Decolonization  was 
speeded  up  by  the  East-West  conflict,  but  not  released  by  it.  Important 
as  the  international  aspects  outlined  here  were,  the  actual  source  of  all 
decolonization  movements  lay  in  the  process  of  colonization  itself.  The 
opening  up  of  the  world”  by  Europeans  necessarily  set  in  motion  a 
process  of  emancipation  which  destroyed  traditional  social  structures  and 
led  to  the  formation  of  “new”  societies  and  nations  that  had,  at  a  given 
moment,  to  resist  alien  European  dominance  and  demand  the  sovereign 
rights  proclaimed  by  their  teachers. 
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Europe  did  not  decolonize  of  its  own  accord,  although  many  historians 
and  journalists  would  prefer  to  take  this  view.  It  was  challenged  to  do 
so  by  the  colonial  peoples.  Europe  had  exhausted  itself  in  two  great 
wars,  had  brought  to  life  counter-movements,  and  was  no  longer  willing 
to  maintain  its  domination  by  any  means.  Battles  during  the  retreat 
could  only  temporarily  conceal  the  fact  that  ever  since  the  First  World 
War  Europe  had  become  increasingly  aware  that  the  colonial  domina¬ 
tion  it  had  justified  ideologically  as  the  “white  man’s  burden”,  trusteeship, 
or  civilizing  mission,  was  reaching  its  inevitable  conclusion. 
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THE  THIRD  BRITISH  EMPIRE 


The  term  “the  Third  British  Empire”  was  coined  by  Alfred  Zimmern, 
professor  of  international  relations  at  Oxford,  in  1926,  shortly  before 
the  Imperial  Conferenced  Zimmern  divided  the  history  of  the  British 
Empire  into  three  periods.  The  first  spanned  the  early  expansion  over¬ 
seas  and  lasted  until  The  second,  from  the  American  War 

of  Independence  until  the  First  World  War,  was  marked  by  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  new  Empire,  based  on  sea-power  and  trade,  whose  components 
gradually  achieved  internal  autonomy  yet  remained  politically  dependent 
on  the  mother  country.  But  during  and  after  the  First  World  War,  in 
the  third  period,  the  Empire  had  been  transformed  into  the  British 
Commonwealth  of  Nations.  This,  thought  Zimmern,  was  the  beginning 
of  a  new  era. 

The  Commonwealth,  as  the  largest  single  political  community,  could 
best  be  described,  in  the  words  of  General  Smuts  and  Sir  Robert  Borden, 
as  “a  procession.  It  consists  of  a  large  variety  of  communities  at  a 
number  of  different  stages  in  their  advance  ^  towards  complete  self- 
government”.  During  the  war  great  states  had  crumbled,  and  yet  the 
British  Empire,  founded  on  free  institutions,  had  maintained  itself,  al¬ 
though  it  too  had  changed.  The  unity  of  the  Empire  had  been  demon¬ 
strated,  thought  Zimmern,  even  though  the  hopes  that  it  could  be  given 
new  institutions — a  reference  to  the  attempts  made  to  form  a  federation 
— had  proved  mistaken;  for  the  concept  of  Nationhood  was  gaining  a 
hold  throughout  the  Empire.  London  must  take  this  new  situation  into 
account.  But,  he  added,  what  was  granted  to  the  colonial  settlements 
could  not  be  denied  to  the  “coloured”  parts  of  the  Empire.  Zimmern 
describes  as  a  “landmark”  the  Pronouncement  on  Indian  Policy  of  20 
August  1917  which  promised  “responsible  government  to  the  subcon¬ 
tinent,  because  it  entailed  “the  definite  repudiation  of  the  idea  that 
there  can  be,  under  the  British  flag,  one  form  of  constitutional 
evolution  for  the  West,  and  another  for  the  East;  or  one  for  the  white 
races  and  another  for  the  non-white”.  And  India  was  no  exception; 
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what  was  granted  to  India  must,  at  the  proper  time,  also  be  granted  to 
the  other,  non-white  British  peoples.^  Tliis  should  not  be  understood  as 
the  disintegration  of  the  Empire,  for  a  number  of  bonds— however  ten¬ 
uous  in  legal  terms — still  held  firm  and  were  propelling  world  polities 
along  the  road  to  international  eo-operation.  As  an  example  of  this  he 
quoted  the  naval  agreement  of  1922,  the  new  international  eeonomie 
situation  and,  above  all,  the  League  of  Nations.  He  saw  the  Commwealth 
as  a  more  closely-knit  unit  within  the  League  of  Nations,  a  world-wide 
instrument  for  the  preservation  of  peace.  British  imperialism  must  adapt 
itself  to  this  new  situation.  Henceforth  the  word  “British”  could  no 
longer  be  taken  to  denote  a  particular  race,  nationality  or  territorial 
division  and  the  idea  of  “white  supremacy”  could  not  be  upheld,  even 
though  the  Anglo-Saxons,  as  opposed  to  the  Latins,  might  find  it  diffi¬ 
cult  to  give  up  their  race-consciousness.  Dominions  were  not  simply 
nations  that  had  not  obtained  sovereignty;  membership  in  the  Common¬ 
wealth  went  beyond  mere  self-determination.  Zimmern  considered  the 
theory  that  nation  and  state  were  “unhealthy”  terms;  on  the  other  hand, 
“the  movement  for  cultural  self-determination  which  we  find  springing 
up  within  the  British  Empire  is  perfectly  sound,  healthy,  and  indeed 
inevitable”.  London  was  not  attempting  assimilation;  on  the  contrary 
it  had  depoliticized  the  concept  of  nationality  and  particularly  the  notion 
of  “British”  and  as  a  result  had  made  possible  an  association  of  “equal 
self-respecting  communities”.® 

Alfred  Zimmern’s  account  of  the  problems  facing  British  imperialism 
in  the  inter-war  period  recurred  in  various  forms  in  the  discussions  of 
politicians  and  political  writers.  It  seemed  vital  to  attempt  to  assimilate 
the  movements  set  in  motion  or  accelerated  by  the  war  and  to  employ 
them  in  a  new  concept  of  Empire  that  would  interpret  the  transition 
to  a  Commonwealth  not  as  a  loss  of  power  and  prestige  but  as  an 
intentional  process  of  reconstruction. 

The  question  of  the  dominions  took  first  place,  but  withdrawal  from 
the  colonies  also  entered  the  discussion  in  so  far  as  this  seemed  an 
inevitable  development  once  the  British  Empire  and  its  future  unity  was 
no  longer  based  on  the  proud  uninterrupted  exercise  of  power,  but  instead 
justified  itself  by  granting  self-government.  After  1919  the  question  of 
whether,  when  and  how  the  franchises  conceded  to  the  dominions  would 
or  could  also  be  granted  to  the  colonies— that  is,  the  territories  with 
no  European  settlement— was  raised,  although  it  did  not  become  a 
political  issue  until  after  the  Second  World  War. 

The  new  political  self-awareness  apparent  in  British  colonial  discus¬ 
sion  between  the  wars  was  accelerated  by  the  First  World  War;  yet 
the  seeds  had  been  planted  long  before  1914.^  The  period  of  imperial 
expansion  and  aggression  characterized  by  the  policy  of  such  men  as 
Joseph  Chamberlain  and  Cecil  Rhodes  ended,  as  we  indicated  in  the 
introduction,  with  the  Boer  War.  The  effects  of  the  South  African  war 
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with  its  military  defeats,  doubtful  methods  and  enormous  costs  had  been 
sobering,  and  the  jingoism  spread  by  the  new  mass  publicity  media  was 
wearing  off.  Under  pressure  from  the  German  navy.  Great  Britain  began 
to  tone  down  her  traditional  imperial  rivalries,  as  demonstrated  by  the 
colonial  agreement  with  France  in  1904  and  the  treaty  with  Russia  in 
1907.  In  internal  policy,  after  the  failure  of  Ghamberlain’s  campaign 
for  imperial  preference  and  the  Liberal  victory  in  the  1905  elections, 
other  problems  came  into  the  forefront.  Reports  of  colonial  wars  in 
India,  the  Sudan  and  Africa  continued  to  interest  the  reading  public, 
but  the  great  proconsuls  like  Curzon,  Gromer  and  Milner  had  already 
been  dislodged  from  their  key  positions  before  1914;  Gampbell-Banner- 
man  and  Lloyd  George  belonged  to  the  anti-imperialist  wing  of  Liberals 
who  had  opposed  the  Boer  War.  And  in  reaction  to  the  Boer  War, 
colonial  imperialism  was  undergoing  a  process  of  demystification,  thanks 
chiefly  to  Hobson.  In  1902,  referring  to  “special”  economic  interests, 
Hobson  attempted  to  show  that  the  nation  did  not  profit  from  ex¬ 
pansion  and  that  the  capital  could  be  just  as  well  if  not  better  invested 
at  home.  Golonial  reformers  like  E.  D.  Morel  and  Sydney  Olivier 
described  the  crude  methods  of  exploitation  most  common  in  the  colonies; 
this  incensed  the  British  public  during  the  Gongo  debate  and  also  became 
a  political  issue  within  the  dominions.  The  immigration  of  Ghinese  coolies 
into  South  Africa  met  unexpectedly  strong  opposition  in  Parliament. 
Hobson  and  the  colonial  reformers  exerted  their  influence  in  the  Fabian 
Society  and  consequently  also  on  the  young  Labour  party.  Reform  seemed 
in  the  air— stricter  controls,  new  administrative  measures  and  also  political 
concessions. 

At  this  point  it  is  sufficient  to  note  the  Liberals’  South  Africa  policy 
and  the  1909  Morley-Minto  reforms  in  India.  The  dominions’  growing 
self-assurance  also  showed  the  need  for  a  re-examination  and  prompt 
modification  of  the  entire  structure  of  the  Empire.  With  their  Round 
Table  group,  Milner  and  his  “kindergarten”  had  begun  to  inspire  new 
faith  in  the  Empire;  the  aim  of  the  proposed  federation  was  not  to 
increase  the  number  of  British  territories,  but  to  prevent  the  disintegra¬ 
tion  of  the  Empire  and  to  consolidate  it.  During  and  after  the  First 
World  War  it  was  possible  to  pursue  these  new  objectives. 

At  first,  however,  in  1914?  Britain  found  her  traditional  policies  ap¬ 
parently  confirmed.  The  dominions  acknowledged  the  sovereignty  of 
the  mother  country  and  took  an  active  part  in  the  war,  although  their 
refusal  to  do  so,  or  even  a  complete  break  with  London,  could  not  have 
been  prevented.  Even  India  put  money  and  troops  at  Britain  s  disposal. 
Shortly  before  the  outbreak  of  war.  Lord  Gurzon,  the  former  viceroy 
and  an  exponent  of  pre-war  imperialism,  declared: 

An  Empire  like  our  own,  which  has  overrun  the  world,  which  embraces 

hundreds  of  races  and  scores  of  States,  many  of  which  were  claiming. 
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and  rightly,  to  be  counted  as  nations  themselves — that  such  an  Empire 
should  voluntarily  hold  together  when  there  is  no  force  to  compel  it  to  do 
so,  when  the  forces  that  are  working  the  direction  of  separation  are  so 
strong,  when  separation  itself  is  so  easy — will  be  an  unparalleled  and 
magnificent  achievement.® 

His  prediction  has  proved  true,  and  innumerable  speeches  in  Parliament 
and  in  the  press  in  the  following  years  praised  this  unity  of  the  Empire, 
which  had  successfully  withstood  the  burden  of  war.  But  the  reference 
was  chiefly  to  the  dominions,  for  it  was  they  who  before,  during  and 
after  the  war  constituted  the  focal  point  of  the  discussion  and  deter¬ 
mined  the  nature  of  the  transformation  from  Empire  to  Commonwealth. 
As  Curzon  indicated,  the  non-British  and  non-white  territories  (that  is 
to  say,  India  and  the  colonies)  were  cursorily  lumped  together  with 
the  dominions,  although  their  military  aid  to  the  mother  country  had 
only  in  a  sense  been  voluntary.  And  in  fact  Curzon  himself  had  refused 
to  take  their  claim  to  nationhood  as  seriously  as  that  of  the  dominions. 
But  this  identification  was  significant  and  finally  led  to  Zimmern’s  re¬ 
form  theses.  The  white  colonial  settlements  had  travelled  the  road  from 
representative  to  responsible  government  and  had  been  granted  the  status 
of  dominions.  The  British  did  not  view  this  as  leading  to  a  dangerous 
and  compulsory  disintegration  of  the  Empire;  in  fact  it  was  the  only 
possible  policy  in  keeping  with  the  English  tradition  of  liberty.  During 
the  war  this  granting  of  self-government  was  perceived  as  an  expression 
of  the  true  nature  and  meaning  of  the  Empire.  And  this  lead  to  the 
gradual  acceptance  of  dominion  status  for  India  and  the  “Dependent 
Empire  too.  Initially,  however,  it  was  more  a  matter  of  promise  than 
practice. 

At  first  sight,  the  First  World  War  represented  both  a  splendid  cor¬ 
roboration  of  traditional  policies  and  at  the  same  time  the  end  of 
British  imperial  expansion.  Two  powers — Russia  and  Germany — who  had 
been  competing  with  Britain  in  the  colonial  arena  had  been  eliminated. 
This  meant  an  end  to  the  threat  of  a  Russian  advance  via  Afghanistan 
into  India  or  via  Persia  to  the  Indian  Ocean,  as  well  as  the  end  of 
Germany  s  naval  resources  and  claim  to  world  power.  By  incorporating 
former  German  colonies  into  the  Empire,  Britain  managed  to  establish 
the  much-coveted  Gape-Cairo  line.  At  the  same  time,  the  destruction 
of  the  Ottoman  Empire  and  the  British  presence  in  Palestine  and  Iraq 
secured  British  control  of  the  route  to  India.  This  policy  was,  of  course, 
energetically  pursued  by  the  exponents  of  pre-war  imperialism,  Gurzon, 
Kitchener,  Milner  and  also  Winston  Churchill — all  one-time  members 
of  the  W^ar  Cabinet.  In  an  address  to  the  king  on  the  occasion  of 
the  cease  fire  in  1919  Lord  Curzon  expressed  the  proud  self-assurance 
of  the  imperialists  in  these  pathetic  terms: 
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...  at  least  we  may  say  this — that  the  British  Flag  never  flew  over  a  more 
powerful  or  a  more  united  Empire  than  now;  Britons  never  had  better 
cause  to  look  the  world  in  the  face;  never  did  our  voice  count  for  more  in 
the  councils  of  nations,  or  in  determining  the  future  destinies  of  mankind. 
That  that  voice  may  be  raised  in  the  times  that  now  lie  before  us  in  the 
interests  of  order  and  liberty,  that  that  power  may  be  wielded  to  procure  a 
settlement  that  shall  last,  that  that  Flag  may  be  a  token  of  justice  to 
others  as  well  as  a  pride  to  ourselves,  is  our  united  hope  and  prayer.  .  . 

Anti-imperialist  opinion  had  been  suppressed  during  the  war,  yet  it 
found  widespread  public  support  and  remained  a  live  issue  for  the  op¬ 
position.  The  anti-imperialists  blamed  the  war  on  outdated  political 
policies — secret  diplomacy,  the  arms  race,  spheres  of  influence,  the 
“balance  of  power”.  In  effect  they  were  calling  into  question  the  entire 
structure  of  traditional  foreign  and  imperial  policy.  More  and  more  voices 
began  to  be  raised  openly  against  annexation  and  the  extension  of  im¬ 
perialist  commitments;  considerable  sympathy  was  expressed  with  Wil¬ 
son’s  peace  proposals.  Socialists  began  to  speak  of  the  “imperalists’  war’ . 

The  British  took  an  active  part  in  the  discussion  surrounding  the 
formation  of  the  League  of  Nations,^  in  which  the  colonial  question  was 
incorporated  into  the  fight  against  nationalism  and  militarism.  An  in¬ 
ternational  administration  and  the  application  of  the  mandate  principle 
promised  to  prevent  new  rivalries  among  the  powers  and  to  promote  the 
interests  of  the  native  inhabitants.  The  Union  of  Democratic  Control, 
with  E.  D.  Morel,  Hobson,  Brailsford,  Norman  Angell  and  Bertrand 
Russell  defended  these  views  strongly  and  with  considerable  success.  But 
Liberal  intellectuals  like  Gilbert  Murray,  and  Labourites,  were  not  alone; 
even  Conservatives  like  Lord  Cecil  took  part  in  the  discussion.  Even  Lloyd 
George  thought  it  necessary  to  be  conciliatory  and  in  his  famous  address 
to  the  trade-unions  on  5  January  1918  he  declared  his  belief  in  self- 
determination,  which  in  the  future  was  also  to  apply  to  the  colonial 
peoples.  The  “consent  of  the  governed”  must  constitute  the  basis  of  the 
peace  negotiations.®  On  28  November  1918  the  Imperial  War  Cabinet 
accepted  the  mandate  principle®  and  in  Paris  Lloyd  George  described 
British  policy  as  one  of  non-annexation,  accepted  the  League  of  Nations 
mandate  for  the  former  Turkish  territories  and  a  few  German  colonies, 
and— in  the  interest  of  solidarity  and  future  relations  with  the  dominions 
—supported  the  demands  for  annexation  made  by  the  Union  of  South 
Africa  and  Australia.  Amery,  Milner’s  secretary,  relates^®  that  Lloyd  George 
did  not  oppose  the  imperialists’  strategic  demands,  but  that  he  found 
himself  restricted  by  the  idealistic  statements  made  by  Wilson  and  the 
British  government  during  the  war.  The  prime  minister  tried  to  avoid 
appearing  an  old-school  annexationist  and  imperialist. 

Great  Britain  was  also  beginning  to  realize  that  in  spite  of  apparent 
gains,  its  position  in  world  politics  had  changed  considerably  for  the 
worse.  War  losses,  the  liquidation  of  assets  abroad,  and  large  internal 
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debts  had  resulted  in  severe  economie  difEeulties.  The  United  States  had 
beeome  a  major  power;  British  sea-power,  particularly  in  the  Pacific,  had 
become  ineffectual;  and  in  the  Far  East  Britain  was  increasingly  faced 
with  emancipation  movements.  In  fact  emancipation  had  been  encouraged 
in  the  Arab  states  where  Britain  had  opened  negotiations  with  the  Arab 
sheiks,  promising  them  the  establishment  of  independent  states.  Im¬ 
mediately  after  the  war  the  Irish  question  also  took  on  critical  proportions, 
and  in  India  nationalist  opposition  was  rife.  There  were  riots  in  Egypt 
and  Mesopotamia;  in  1919  Afghanistan  attacked  India;  Persia  had  re¬ 
jected  all  prewar  treaties  and  Turkey,  hard  hit  by  the  war,  disrupted 
British  plans  by  its  impressive  national  revival. 

This  is  the  situation  Britain  had  to  face  around  1919.  The  traditional 
measures  no  longer  seemed  to  apply  and  British  policy  in  the  Middle 
East  in  1919-1920  was  a  confused  web  of  conflicting  agreements  and 
intentions  basically  imperialist  in  tone.  At  first  military  measures  were 
attempted  to  quell  local  unrest.  Meanwhile,  however,  important  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  bourgeoisie,  including  some  imperialists,  were  beginning  to 
rethink  the  problems  of  Empire  and  attempting  to  formulate  an  im¬ 
perial  and  colonial  policy  in  keeping  with  changed  conditions  and  at¬ 
titudes.  It  had  become  clear  that  the  proud  self-assurance  which — in  spite 
of  growing  dissent— had  identified  British  domination  in  the  pre-war 
years  with  Pax  Britannica  and  civilization,  had  weakened  during  the  war 
and  the  immediate  post-war  years.  Symptomatically,  people  were  reluctant 
to  call  themselves  imperialists  now;  imperialism  had  become  shameful, 
the  term  an  insult.  Anyone  who  still  believed  in  the  Empire  had  to  dis¬ 
pense  with  any  ideas  of  expansion  and  relegate  the  concept  of  “domina¬ 
tion"  as  far  into  the  background  as  possible;  the  defense  of  colonial 
positions  had  to  be  justified  in  terms  of  liberty.  It  is  significant  that 
Milner's  “kindergarten”  was  actively  involved  in  this  search  for  a  new 
concept  of  Empire.  This  same  search  was  also  to  play  an  important  if 
indefinable  role  in  imperial  and  colonial  policy  in  the  inter-war  period 
with  men  such  as  Lionel  Curtis,  L.  S.  Amery,  Geoffrey  Dawson  (chief 
editor  of  The  Times)  and  Philip  Kerr  (the  future  Lord  Lothian). 

Philip  Kerr,  editor  of  the  Round  Table,  exemplified  the  changing 
attitudes.  As  early  as  1916  he  sought  to  strike  a  middle  road  between 
imperialist  jingoism  and  a  policy  of  laissez-faire.“  He  considered  that  the 
terms  “Empire”  and  “imperial”  were  being  misapplied.  Kerr  had  of  course 
rejected  exploitative  imperialism;  but  even  more  important,  he  made  a 
stand  against  the  adherents  of  what  he  saw  as  a  misconception  of 
Liberalism,  who  were  not  interested  in  the  colonial  question  and  were 
prepared  to  leave  the  “backward  peoples”  to  their  own  devices  without 
taking  into  account  that  their  confrontation  with  the  destructive  powers 
of  modern  economics  had  proved  disastrous:  “the  backward  people  is 
unable  to  resist,  not  the  virtues,  but  the  vices  of  civilisation”.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  Kerr,  the  justification  of  a  colonial  power  lay  in  the  duty,  or 
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at  least  the  possibility,  of  “putting  an  end  to  intolerable  sufferings  among 
backward  peoples”.  The  mission  of  the  Empire  was  the  preservation  of 
peace,  law  and  good  government;  but  it  was  also  the  preparation  of  four 
hundred  million  people  for  “eventual  self-government”.^^  The  war  had 
demonstrated  both  that  “autonomy”  was  not  yet  “full  self-government” 
and  that  the  dominions  must  be  granted  full  equal  rights;  it  had  also 
shown  the  necessity  of  a  corresponding  policy  for  the  dependencies,  for 
“things  can  never  be  after  the  war  what  they  were  before”  The 
pace  had  to  be  stepped  up  and  the  “growing  demand  for  full  self-govern¬ 
ment  among  the  peoples  who  are  still  under  the  tutelage  of  some  more 
civilized  power”  had  to  be  taken  into  account.^^  “The  desire  for  self- 
government  is  essentially  healthy,”  and  this  applied  alike  to  the  dominions 
and  to  India  and  Egypt.  Of  course  these  aims  could  be  achieved  only 
gradually;  “The  ruling  people  ought  to  govern  the  dependency  as  trustees 
for  all  mankind,  having  as  their  ultimate  aim  the  raising  of  the  inhabitants 
to  the  level  at  which  they  can  govern  themselves  and  share  in  the  great 
responsibilities  of  the  world.”  This  kind  of  declaration  places  Kerr  among 
the  reformers.  His  concept  of  trusteeship,  which  we  shall  discuss  more 
fully  later,  enabled  him  to  oppose  the  tendency  toward  indifference  on 
the  part  of  British  policy-makers  and  the  desire  for  a  premature  withdrawal 
from  the  dependencies,  and  to  encourage  more  intensive  imperial  and 
colonial  aid  in  the  name  of  Britain’s  inexorable  responsibility.  All  the 
colonial  theories  of  the  following  years  are  contained  and  anticipated  in 
Kerr’s  thought.  Labour  politicians.  Liberals  and  Conservatives  were  to 
employ  the  same  or  similar  terms,  like  “trusteeship”  and  “gradual  granting 
of  self-government”;  the  only  differences  were  in  the  tone  of  voice  and 
attitude  of  mind,  in  the  practical  application,  and  not  least  in  the  time 
factor.  Some  politicians  were  to  hold  political  concessions  to  be  necessary, 
others  considered  them  premature. 

Kerr’s  essay  Haryest  of  Victory,  published  in  i9i9>  shows  how  he  tried 
to  adapt  himself  to  the  new  conditions  in  world  politics.^®  He  not  only 
gives  due  warning  of  the  Russian  and  Japanese  aggressive  tendencies 
which,  he  thought,  obliged  the  West  to  remain  on  the  alert,  but  he  also 
describes  the  desire  for  emancipation  in  the  Far  and  Middle  East,  realizing 
that  although  it  may  have  had  some  Bolshevik  support,  it  must  also  be 
recognized  as  a  “genuine  grievance”.  Kerr  held  the  oligarchic  rulers  in 
Great  Britain  before  1914  responsible  for  this.  They  had  not  worked  hard 
enough  to  establish  self-government  and  had  chosen  the  easier  way  of  ef¬ 
ficiency”.  The  democratization  of  England  that  came  as  a  result  of  the 
war,  and  had  also  found  expression  in  the  new  voting  rights  of  1918, 
would  encourage  new  ideas  and  help  Great  Britain  to  fulfill  its  duty  of  fos¬ 
tering  self-government  and  democracy  world-wide.  For  unless  Great 
Britain  learns,  and  learns  soon,  what  democracy  means,  so  that  she  may  be 
able  to  teach  self-government  to  the  peoples  for  whom  she  is  responsible, 
the  creation  of  that  Commonwealth  of  which  we  have  dreamed  may  never 
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come  into  being”.^®  To  oppose  the  new  nationalist  movements,  which 
Kerr  considered  the  product  of  Britain’s  mistakes,  comprehensive  political 
reforms  had  to  be  introduced.  This  must  not,  however,  be  confused  with 
the  “imperialist’s”  willingness  to  eompromise.  These  proposals  of  Kerr’s 
correspond  to  the  concept  of  Empire  as  understood  by  the  Round  Table 
group:  if  the  Empire  was  to  be  transformed  into  a  Commonwealth  of 
self-governing  associates,  federally  connected  among  themselves,  and  if 
the  decisive  step  beyond  the  prevailing  type  of  colonies  was  to  be  risked 
and  voluntary  eo-operation  made  possible  even  for  non-white  territories 
(India,  Burma,  Ceylon,  perhaps  even  Egypt),  then  these  potential  Com¬ 
monwealth  members  must  be  granted  self-government  at  the  right  time. 
Otherwise  the  growing,  and  indeed  inevitable,  desire  for  self-government 
would  turn  these  nations  against  Great  Britain  and  prevent  the  forma¬ 
tion  of  the  new  Commonwealth  “of  which  we  have  dreamed”. 

Britain’s  diminished  international  stature  and  the  rise  of  the  United 
States  as  the  “potentially  most  powerful  nation  in  the  world”  led  Kerr  to 
implicate  America  in  Great  Britain’s  future  commitments.  He  pointed 
out  the  Bolshevik  threat  in  the  “underdeveloped  areas”^^  and  the  “de¬ 
structive  forces”  which,  he  said,  the  war  had  unleashed  and  to  which 
Africa  and  Asia  could  offer  but  little  resistance.  To  tender  aid  here  was 
an  urgent  responsibility  for  the  “Western  powers”,  a  new  “white  man’s 
burden  ’,  which  had  to  be  shared  by  all  the  victorious  powers,  including 
the  United  States.^®  Kerr,  who  ended  his  career  as  British  ambassador  in 
Washington  in  1940,  urged  close  co-operation  between  the  two  Anglo- 
Saxon  countries.  In  spite  of  his  distrust  of  Wilson’s  plans  for  an  interna¬ 
tional  colonial  administration,  he  welcomed  the  League  of  Nations^®  as 
the  alternative  to  the  balance  of  power” The  League  and  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  were  in  no  way  mutually  exclusive,  but  complemented  one 
another.  Instead  of  a  balance  of  power  which  had  proved  ineffective,  he 
proposed  the  construetion  of  a  multilateral  system  for  the  preservation  of 
peace.  Here,  he  believed,  the  British  Empire  could  become  a  model  for 
the  League  of  Nations  because,  for  example,  it  linked  nations  of  different 
races  and  thereby  forestalled  eventual  conflict  among  them.  Kerr  agreed 
with  Lionel  Curtis,  the  most  important  member  of  the  Round  Table,  on 
this  matter^^  and  also  with  Arnold  Toynbee.^^  Milner,  however,  is  said 
to  have  observed  with  some  trepidation  that  his  “disciples” — though  by  no 
means  all  of  them — were  placing  their  hopes  in  the  League  of  Nations 
instead  of  in  the  mighty  Empire,  the  Pax  Britannica  which  spanned  the 
world.23  The  difference  of  opinion  between  Milner  and  his  “kinder¬ 
garten”  becomes  obvious  here.  While  the  proconsul  still  lived  in  the 
pre-war  era  with  its  uninterrupted  exercise  of  power,  the  war  had  shattered 
this  unquestioning  power-consciousness  among  the  younger  generation. 
They  pinned  their  hopes  on  the  League  of  Nations  as  the  instrument  for 
creating  and  preserving  peace. 

A  brief  look  at  Lord  Milner  himself  might  help  to  clarify  this  “genera- 
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tion  gap”  and  at  the  same  time  demonstrate  the  surprising  adaptability 
of  the  pre-war  consul.  In  Key  to  My  Position, his  1923  “political  testa¬ 
ment”,  he  wrote:  “I  am  a  Nationalist  and  not  a  Cosmopolitan.”  For  Mil¬ 
ner  continued  to  consider  his  duty  to  his  own  country  and  its  greatness 
“The  Divine  Order  of  the  world,  the  law  of  Life  and  Progress”.  But  while 
he  was  a  “British  Nationalist”,  Milner  did  not  consider  himself  insular  in 
his  outlook.  He  was,  he  said,  an  imperialist  whose  patriotism  had  racial 
rather  than  geographic  borders.  “I  feel  myself  a  citizen  of  the  Empire.  I 
feel  that  Canada  is  my  country,  Australia  my  country.”  His  aim  was  to 
establish  a  community  of  race,  language  and  civilization.  To  base  the 
Empire  and  the  Commonwealth  on  this  kind  of  community  meant  that 
it  was  not  possible  to  give  India  and  the  colonies  the  kind  of  status  the 
dominions  had  hitherto  had.  This  attitude  distinguishes  Milner  from 
his  “disciples”  like  Philip  Kerr,  who  had  already  anticipated  “coloured 
dominions”  and  considered  the  future  transition  to  a  “multi-racial  Com¬ 
monwealth”  the  great  mission  of  the  United  Kingdom.  However,  Milner 
did  realize  that  present  relations  with  the  governed  peoples  could  not  be 
sustained  forever,  since,  he  admitted,  “the  more  important  units  of  the 
Dependent  Empire  will  not  consent,  as  they  grow  up,  to  remain  de¬ 
pendent”.  He  was  not  proposing  independence  or  dominion  status,  but  “a 
new  form  of  organization”  which  would  not  be  based  on  hierarchic  struc¬ 
ture  but  rather  would  be  a  “Britannic  Alliance  of  nations  of  equal  status  ’ 
without  any  “formal  bond”.  It  would  be  held  together  by  various  informal 
ties  and  by  a  system  of  preference,  and  would  form  a  far-reaching  autarchic 
unit.  In  practical  terms,  Milner  started  by  pointing  out  the  immense 
economic  losses  Great  Britain  had  incurred  during  the  war:  the  country  had 
lost  the  greater  part  of  its  foreign  investments  and  had  debts  totalling 
some  1000  million  pounds;  the  export  situation  with  Europe  was  bad, 
and  no  rapid  improvement  was  in  sight.  But  “we  are  living  in  a  new 
world,  and  we  must  learn  to  accommodate  ourselves  to  the  new  con¬ 
ditions”.  Politically,  Britain  would  have  to  move  closer  to  Europe;  eco¬ 
nomically,  it  was  necessary  to  exploit  the  “almost  immeasurable  .  .  . 
potentialities”  of  the  Empire.  True,  Britain  was  doing  a  great  administra¬ 
tive  job  in  the  colonies,  but  the  economic  backwardness  in  “our  unde¬ 
veloped  estate”  was  sad.  Here  lay  the  great  task  of  the  future.^^  In  the 
tradition  of  the  “constructive  imperialism”  of  Joseph  Chamberlain,  for 
example,  Milner  proposed  an  “Imperial  Development  Fund”  and  an¬ 
ticipated  a  colonial  economic  policy  which  Britain  was  not  to  introduce 
until  1929  and  1940,  and  only  to  implement  on  a  large  scale  after  1945. 

And  so,  in  the  person  of  Milner,  the  Empire-builder  and  Empire- 
apologist,  we  find  a  remarkable  fusion  of  the  proud  imperial  self-assurance 
of  the  pre-war  years  and,  at  the  same  time,  a  clear  recognition  of  the  prob¬ 
lems  generated  by  the  war.  He  continued  to  believe  in  the  mission  of  the 
Empire  and  in  the  possibility  of  its  unity,  but  at  the  same  time  he  also 
accepted  the  reality  of  decolonization;  his  conduct  during  the  Egyptian 
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crisis,  for  example,  proved  that  he  was  not  satisfied  with  mere  declarations. 
His  economic  proposals  recall  Chamberlain’s  campaign  for  imperial  prefer¬ 
ence  and  anticipate  the  1929  Colonial  Development  Fund  and  the  Ottawa 
agreement  of  1932.  In  the  inter-war  years  his  “pupil”  L.  S.  Amery  carried 
on  his  work  and  tried  to  impose  his  ideas  in  Parliament  and  in  the  press. 

Immediately  after  the  war  Great  Britain’s  most  pressing  problem,  apart 
from  India,  was  the  emancipation  movement  in  Egypt.  It  is  worth  drawing 
a  brief  sketch  here  of  British  policy  and  public  opinion  on  this  issue,  for 
the  important  practical  problem  of  Egypt  clarifies  many  of  the  divergent 
positions  which  were  to  remain  relevant  for  the  entire  inter-war  period. 

During  the  war  London  had  scarcely  concerned  itself  with  the  future  of 
In  1914,  when  the  Khedive  fled  to  Constantinople  and  Turkey 
joined  the  Central  Powers,  Great  Britain  had  annulled  Turkish  sovereignty 
and  declared  Egypt  a  protectorate.  Subsequently  Egypt  developed  into  an 
important  military  base.  Compulsory  recruitment,  requisitions,  rising  prices 
and  lack  of  consumer  goods,  crowned  by  the  tactless  behaviour  of  officials 
and  servicemen  stationed  in  the  country,  served  to  create  bitter  anti- 
British  sentiment  among  the  population,  a  result  of  which  was  a  con¬ 
siderable  inerease  in  support  for  the  nationalist  opposition.^®  Under 
Zaghlul  Pasha  (1906-1912),  Cromer’s  minister  of  education,  the  national¬ 
ists  became  more  radical,  demanded  independence  and  the  abolition  of 
the  protectorate  after  war  ended.  Neither  London  nor  the  British  ad¬ 
ministration  in  Egypt  realized  the  extent  of  this  opposition  in  time  and  as 
a  result  no  substantial  steps  were  ever  taken  beyond  the  establishment  of 
the  apparently  well-tried  system  of  “benevolent  autocracy”  firmly  em¬ 
bedded  behind  the  facade  of  a  sultan  and  an  Egyptian  Government — and 
this  in  spite  of  earlier  agreements  and  the  promises  of  independence  made 
to  the  Arab  sheiks  during  the  war.^^  Accordingly,  Lord  Balfour  wrote  to 
High  Commissioner  Wingate  on  2^  November  1918:  “the  stage  has  not 
yet  been  reached  at  which  self-government  is  possible”;  the  British  Gov¬ 
ernment  had  no  intentions  “of  abandoning  their  responsibilities.  .  .  .”^® 
The  belief  that  although  Egypt  had  made  enormous  progress  under  British 
domination,  it  did  not  yet  possess  the  requirements  for  self-government 
seemed  beyond  further  discussion,  and  by  virtue  of  this  any  unpleasant 
demands  eould  be  dismissed  as  “premature”.  In  fact,  Britain  was  primarily 
concerned  with  the  Suez  Canal,  the  “life-blood  of  the  Empire”,  and  saw 
little  eause  to  withdraw  from  Egypt  and  thereby  endanger  its  position 
vis-a-vis  the  eanal.  London  was  therefore  unprepared  when,  late  in  1918, 
Zaghlul  demanded  an  interview  with  the  British  Government  and  pro¬ 
posed  to  send  a  delegation  to  the  Paris  Peace  Conference  to  promote 
demands  for  independence.  Although  the  prime  minister  backed 
Zaghlul  and  High  Commissioner  Wingate  supported  the  demand,  the  of¬ 
ficiating  foreign  minister,  Curzon,  refused  talks  in  London.  Thereupon 
the  Egyptian  prime  minister  resigned  and  the  agitation  became  bitter,  but 
the  administration  continued  to  send  reassuring  reports  to  London.  Not 
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until  serious  disturbances— strikes,  demonstrations  and  acts  of  sabotage- 
broke  out  in  March  1919  and  the  nationalist  leaders,  including  Zaghlul, 
were  arrested  did  the  British  Government  begin  to  concern  itself  with 
Egypt.  Wingate  was  replaced  by  Lord  Allenby,  the  victor  in  the  Palestine 
campaign,  and  while  he  took  a  fiim  stand,  Allenby  released  Zaghlul  and 
declared  himself  ready  to  negotiate. 

London  ordered  a  commission  of  experts  under  the  chairmanship  of 
Colonial  Minister  Lord  Milner  to  investigate  the  situation  and  make  pro¬ 
posals  for  constitutional  reforms  “under  the  protectorate”;  but  their  de¬ 
parture  was  delayed  and  Milner  did  not  arrive  in  Cairo  till  December  1919* 
By  then  the  situation  had  reached  a  state  of  crisis  and  the  commission  was 
sabotaged.  Milner  realized  the  violence  inherent  in  the  nationalist  move¬ 
ment  and  decided  it  was  necessary  to  be  conciliatory;  he  arbitrarily  re¬ 
formulated  his  instructions,  omitted  the  clause  “under  the  protectorate”, 
and  declared  himself  willing  to  compromise  between  Egyptian  demands 
and  British  interests.^**  In  his  remarkable  report®®  he  openly  admitted 
British  errors  during  the  war  and  urged  an  end  of  the  protectorate  and  the 
grant  of  independence.  He  said  that  Egypt  had  never  belonged  to  the 
British  Empire,  that  London  had  always  pretended  the  occupation  was 
only  temporary  and  that  Egyptian  nationalism  was  legitimate  and  must 
be  taken  into  consideration. 

And  so  we  find  Milner,  the  pre-war  Empire-builder,  completing  the 
break  with  existing  policy  and  demanding  that  London  order  a  partial 
withdrawal  from  Egypt.  Obviously  he  recognized  that  the  nationalist 
opposition  to  the  protectorate  and  to  British  domination  had  grown 
so  strong  during  the  war  that  force  alone  was  no  answer,  and  that 
an  agreement  had  to  be  reached  by  bilateral  negotiations.  Milner  did 
not  pass  over  the  question  of  the  Suez  Canal;  but  very  clearly  stressed 
the  importance  of  imperial  lines  of  communication;  to  safeguard  them 
Britain  must  never  permit  the  influence  of  a  foreign  power  in  Egypt. 
Yet  he  was  convinced  that  a  treaty  of  alliance  would  ensure  Britain  a 
privileged  position  and,  as  a  result,  indirect  control  over  Egyptian  foreign 
policy,  since  the  nationalists  were  primarily  concerned  with  independence 
and  not  necessarily  with  anti-British  policy.  Milner  went  even  further, 
negotiated  with  Zaghlul  in  London  and  managed  to  draw  up  a  mem¬ 
orandum  acceptable  to  both  sides  in  which  Great  Britain  recognized  the 
independence  of  Egypt  and  even  its  right  to  diplomatic  representation,  in 
return  Egypt  declared  that  it  would  renounce  any  anti-British  foreign 
policy  and,  among  other  things,  that  British  troops  should  remain  stationed 
in  Egypt  “for  the  defence  of  the  imperial  trade  routes”. 

Milner’s  course  of  action  and  his  report  made  clear  both  how  perilous 
Great  Britain’s  position  in  the  Middle  East  had  become,  and  his  own 
astonishing  flexibility  and  comprehension.  The  Cabinet  and  a  section  of 
the  public,  however,  were  shocked  by  his  arbitrary  action  and  rejected  his 
proposals.®^  Unexpected  support  came  from  among  those  who  were 
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directly  responsible  for  the  Egyptian  situation:  High  Commissioner  Lord 
Allenby,  the  specialist  on  Egyptian  affairs  in  the  Foreign  OfiSce,  and 
even  Montagu,  secretary  of  state  for  India.  These  men  seem  to  have 
recognized  that  the  critical  situation  in  Egypt  had  to  be  met  by  making 
some  far-reaching  concessions;  after  Amritsar  and  the  Indian  boycott 
movement  and  in  the  face  of  the  difhculties  in  Persia  and  Afghanistan, 
London  had  to  avoid  the  grave  implications  of  a  military  engagement 
which  could  not  be  justified  either  by  internal  or  external  politics.  Not 
even  Curzon  could  dismiss  these  considerations,  although  he  seems  to 
have  defended  his  position  very  forcefully  in  the  Cabinet,^^  The  well- 
known  Times  India  expert  Sir  Valentine  Chirol  did  not  go  quite  so  far 
as  Milner,  but  he  too  criticized  the  prevailing  disregard  of  Egypt  and 
demand  a  declaration  on  the  lines  of  the  1917  Pronouncement  on  India. 
He  proposed  an  alliance  model  led  on  a  dyarchy,  in  which  Egypt  should 
be  responsible  for  part  of  the  administration  while  British  ministers  re¬ 
mained  in  charge  of  foreign  affairs,  defence  and  finance.®^  The  Round 
Table,  with  its  imperialist  attitudes,  and  the  liberal  Economist,  expressed 
sympathy  with  Milner's  proposals.^^  The  main  adversary  in  the  Cabinet, 
apart  from  Bonar  Law,  was  Winston  Churchill  who,  in  his  brusque  fash¬ 
ion,  strongly  opposed  any  form  of  concession,  would  not  take  the 
Egyptian  nationalists  seriously  and  optimistically  thought  the  affair  could 
be  settled  by  a  show  of  force.®®  Within  the  Conservative  party,  the 
weighty  figures  of  Austen  Chamberlain,  Lord  Salisbury,  Lord  Selborne 
and  the  son  of  Lord  Cromer — all  members  of  families  who  had  played  a 
decisive  part  in  British  nineteenth-century  expansionism — were  ranged  on 
Churchill’s  side.  “We  feel  as  if  we  were  approaching  a  period  of  disin¬ 
tegration  ...  we  are  not  tired  of  Empire,”  Lord  Salisbury  said  in  typical 
diehard  style.®®  Prime  Minister  Lloyd  George,  who  in  1918-1920  hedged 
opportunistically  between  anti-imperialist  declarations  and  an  aggressive 
stand  in  the  Turkish  question,  did  not  commit  himself  one  way  or  the 
other  but  seems  to  have  submitted  to  the  Conservative  majority  in  the 
Cabinet. 

Lord  Lloyd,  high  commissioner  in  Egypt  from  1924  to  1929,  was  another 
exponent  of  conservatism.  In  retrospect  he  sharply  criticized  the  British  in 
1919-1922  for  being  unprepared  and  ill-informed  and  having  lost  contact 
with  the  masses;  by  vacillating  between  harshness  and  concessions  they  had 
forfeited  all  trustworthiness.  Negotiations  with  Egyptian  and  Asian  na¬ 
tionalists  were  useless  in  any  case  and  necessarily  led  to  nothing  but  more 
capitulation .®’^  Lloyd  accepted  the  British  presence  in  Egypt,  considering 
it  good  government”  and  in  the  interests  of  the  masses.  To  grant  inde¬ 
pendence  and  yet  to  demand  rights  of  reservation  was  disgraceful,  since 
this  amounted  to  a  renunciation  of  the  only  justification  for  British  con¬ 
trol  in  Egypt,  namely  the  role  of  trustee,  and  was  evading  responsibilities 
while  at  the  same  time  claiming  a  privilege.  Independence,  self-govern¬ 
ment  and  democracy  were  Western  slogans  that  had  little  meaning  in 
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Asia  and  certainly  did  not  resolve  the  concrete  problems;  only  a  ques¬ 
tionable  feudalist  upper  class  would  make  such  demands.  The  masses 
would  not,  for  “good  administration  is  their  only  desire  and  con¬ 
cern— and  it  is  because  we  have  allowed  administration  to  be  obscured  by 
political  issues  that  we  have  brought  such  heavy  troubles  upon  the  shoul¬ 
ders  of  all  concerned".®® 

Even  in  the  inter-war  years  Lord  Lloyd  was  profoundly  convinced  of  the 
legitimacy  of  British  domination.  Lie  tended  to  identify  the  interests  of  the 
colonial  power  with  those  of  the  dominated  peoples,  he  did  not  take  the 
nationalists  seriously  and,  in  the  conflict  between  “good  government”  and 
the  gradual  grant  of  self-government,  he  openly  declared  his  allegiance  to 
the  former  on  the  grounds  of  the  British  welfare  policy.  Lloyd  considered 
British  willingness  to  make  concessions  a  weakness,  a  doubtful  attempt 
to  evade  the  difficulties  of  the  post-war  period,  and  he  regretted  that 
“the  days  of  our  strength  and  beneficence  were  gone.  Cromer  and  Kitch¬ 
ener,  whose  word  was  power,  were  but  dim  memories”.®®  But  the  de¬ 
cisive  issue  was  whether  this  concept  of  “benevolent  despotism”  with  its 
conscious  depoliticization,  which  had  been  justifiable  before  1914  as  having 
led  to  the  most  positive  achievements  in  imperial  policy,  could  have  any 
relevance  or  any  hope  of  success  now,  after  the  war.  Lord  Lloyd  believed 
that  it  could;  the  more  far-sighted  Lord  Milner  denied  it.  It  seems  mis¬ 
taken  to  me  to  see  Milner  merely  as  an  example  of  the  British  ruling 
classes’  desire  for  domination  weakened  by  the  world  war.^® 

Lord  Lloyd’s  self-assurance,  opinions  and  arguments  are  typical  of  the 
diehard  faction  within  the  Conservative  party  who  were  to  gain  promi¬ 
nence,  particularly  in  the  Indian  question,  under  the  leadership  of 
Churchill.  This  attitude  was  shared  by  members  of  the  Colonial  Service, 
who  needed  moral  justification  to  confront  the  emancipation  move¬ 
ments;  in  clear  distinction  to  the  intellectuals  of  the  opposition,  they 
still  thought  it  necessary  to  assume  the  function  of  “trustee”  for  an  in¬ 
definite  period  of  time.  But  later  it  was  to  be  of  decisive  significance  that 
the  opposition  to  the  diehards  had  not  originated  only  among  the  Liberals 
and  the  Labour  party,  but  had  followers  even  within  the  Conservative 
party.  Beside  Lord  Lloyd  stood,  so  to  speak,  Lord  Milner;  and,  ap¬ 
propriately,  most  of  his  “pupils”  showed  his  same  remarkable  powers  of 
adaptation,  and  they  helped  determine  colonial  policy  in  the  inter-war 
years. 

The  1921  negotiations  with  moderate  Egyptian  representatives  came  to 
nothing;  the  British  Government  did  not  feel  bound  to  Milner’s  pro¬ 
posals  and  did  not  wish  to  discuss  the  Egyptian  demands,  particularly  the 
demand  for  the  withdrawal  of  British  troops.  However,  Lord  Allenby 
urged  further  concessions  and  finally — paradoxically  enough — it  was  the 
High  Commissioner  himself  who  in  February  1922,  under  threat  of  res¬ 
ignation,  gave  London  an  ultimatum  and  forced  Lloyd  George  to  capit¬ 
ulate.^^  As  early  as  28  February  the  government  published  a  declaration 


DECOLONIZATION 


46 

stating  that  it  recognized  the  independence  of  Egypt  and  the  end  of  the 
protectorate,  but  would  retain  certain  significant  reserved  powers:  as¬ 
surance  of  the  imperial  lines  of  communication  (i.e.  the  Suez  Canal), 
defence  of  Egypt  against  any  foreign  attack  or  intervention  (i.e.  control 
over  Egyptian  foreign  policy),  protection  of  the  European  inhabitants 
and  control  of  the  Sudan.  Thus,  in  1922,  London  accepted  what  the 
Egyptian  nationalists  had  demanded  late  in  1918  and  what  Milner  had 
tried  to  grant  in  1919-1920.  What  London  could  have  granted  in  1918  in 
an  agreement  with  Zaghlul  and  from  a  position  of  some  strength  appeared 
in  1922  as  an  enforced  concession  to  nationalist  agitation  and  therefore 
could  do  no  more  than  temporarily  calm  Anglo-Egyptian  relations. 

Great  Britain  attempted  to  “solve”  the  Mesopotamian  question  in  a 
similar  fashion.  Here,  however,  opposition  within  Britain  was  weaker  since 
strategic  interests  were  less  affected.  In  addition,  arabophiles  like  Sir  Percy 
Cox,  Gertrude  Bell  and  T.  E.  Lawrence  had  already  prepared  the  way,  and 
their  word  had  to  be  honoured;  then  a  bloody  uprising  emphasized  the 
need  for  an  immediate  decision,  so  that  in  1921  even  Churchill  had 
to  give  in.  In  the  parliamentary  debate  another  point  of  view  was  heard: 
Great  Britain  now  had  enough  “responsibilities”  and  should  not  take  on 
any  more  “burdens”.  The  Marquess  of  Crewe  took  this  view  in  his  speech 
in  the  House  of  Lords: 

I  cannot  help  feeling,  that  in  undertaking  the  responsibility  for  the  whole 
of  this  vast  area  [Mesopotamia]  we  are  doing  too  much.  After  all,  the 
time  is  passed  when  the  people  of  this  country  will  be  prepared  to  play 
the  fairy  godmother  to  all  undeveloped  parts  of  the  world  and  to  hold 
themselves  responsible  for  introducing  a  higher  standard  of  administration 
in  uncivilized  countries.  We  simply  cannot  afford  it.^ 

TTiese  words,  which  try  to  suggest  that  Great  Britain  had  committed 
itself  overseas  in  order  to  provide  the  inhabitants  of  underdeveloped  areas 
with  good  government  and  help  their  development,  can  only  be  taken 
as  an  attempt  to  throw  an  ideological  veil  over  a  concrete  situation  of 
power  politics  and  established  interests:  England  could  or  would  no 
longer  have  any  effective  political  and  military  power  in  Mesopotamia 
and  was  therefore  clearing  the  way  for  a  “liberal”  settlement.  This  attitude 
was  in  fact  characteristic  of  one  aspect  of  the  British  post-war  situation: 
London  was  beginning  to  realize  that  Great  Britain  had  weakened  in 
spite  of  war-time  successes  and  could  have  little  interest  in  keeping  control 
of  any  additional  trouble  spots.  In  the  inter-war  years  this  insight  made 
it  easier  to  pursue  a  policy  of  conciliation,  particularly  when  there 
were  also  other  means  of  safeguarding  military  positions  and  economic 
interests.  London  continued  to  suppress  disturbances  severely,  at  times 
even  brutally,  but  nevertheless  tried  to  give  in  at  the  right  moment  and  to 
grant  a  minimum  of  concessions  in  order  to  avoid  the  unforeseeable  con¬ 
sequences  of  open  conflict.  By  comparison  for  instance  with  France, 
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which  tried  to  incorporate  the  new  territories,  including  Syria  and  Lebanon, 
into  a  conception  of  la  plus  grande  France  in  spite  of  these  nations' 
mandate  status,  and  then  considered  them  as  indivisible  parts  of  the  na¬ 
tional  territory  whose  sovereignty  had  to  be  defended  by  every  possible 
means.  Great  Britain  proved  to  be  more  flexible  and  permitted  various 
forms  of  government,  some  of  which  could  even  hope  to  obtain  eventual 
independence.  Iraq  too  became  “independent”  as  early  as  1922,  though 
until  1932  it  remained  bound  by  the  League  of  Nations  mandate;  but  Lon¬ 
don  could  still  effectively  apply  its  military,  economic  and  political  in¬ 
fluence.  France,  on  the  other  hand,  constructed  an  extensive  system  of 
direct  administration  applying  even  to  the  mandated  territories,  and  the 
attempts  by  a  Popular  Front  government  to  grant  Syria  and  Lebanon  a 
treaty-bound  independence  on  the  British  model  failed  because  of  the 
bourgeois-  Conservative  opposition,  and  remained  “out  of  the  question” 
until  1939. 

This  brief  introductory  survey  is  intended  to  provide  an  overall  picture 
of  the  changes  in  British  imperial  attitudes,  hastened  or  generated  by  the 
First  World  War  and  to  point  to  a  few  of  the  problems  besetting  Britain 
in  the  inter-war  years.  It  is  also  intended  to  make  clear  the  differences  of 
opinion  within  Britain  and  the  tensions  within  the  various  parties  that 
determined  colonial  policy  during  this  time.  If  we  adopt  Alfred  Zimmern's 
image  of  a  “procession”  of  various  parts  of  the  Empire  on  the  road  to  self- 
government,  the  following  themes  become  clear: 

Although  decolonization  of  the  white  dominions  was  practically  ended, 
we  nevertheless  had  to  devote  a  chapter  to  the  Commonwealth.  The  re¬ 
lationship  between  the  dominions  and  the  mother  eountry  remained  a 
focal  point  in  the  discussion  until  1930  and  retroactively  affected  de¬ 
colonization  in  India  and  the  Dependent  Empire. 

India  was  the  central  problem  of  the  Empire  in  the  inter-war  period;  it 
was  no  longer  just  a  matter  of  reforms,  but  how  and  when  dominion  status 
was  to  be  granted. 

In  contrast  to  France,  actual  colonial  policy  is  of  secondary  importance. 
What  were  Great  Britain’s  aims  and  what  was  achieved  during  the  inter¬ 
war  years?  We  have  already  encountered  the  important  terms  “trustee¬ 
ship”  and  “self-government”  and  we  must  now  determine  their  in¬ 
dividual  meaning  and  decide  to  what  extent  they  were  implemented.  The 
example  of  West  Africa  on  the  one  hand  and  of  Kenya  on  the  other  can 
serve  to  illustrate  important  variants  in  British  policy  in  Africa  and  at  the 
same  time  the  ambiguities  inherent  in  the  terms  trusteeship  and  self- 
government”. 
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THE  BRITISH  COMMONWEALTH  OF  NATIONS 


The  conversion  of  Empire  into  Commonwealth  during  and  after  the 
First  World  War  was  one  of  Great  Britain’s  major  political  achievements 
and  represents  the  conclusion  of  a  process  of  decolonization.  It  recon¬ 
stituted  relations  between  the  colonies,  which  had  long  been  pressing  for 
independence,  and  the  mother  country,  which,  with  its  sense  of  empire, 
tried  to  maintain  the  comprehensive  imperial  league.  A  formula  was  found 
that  took  the  diverging  interests  into  account  and  managed  to  satisfy 
both  sides. 

At  first  the  new  measures  applied  only  to  the  British  “daughter  states” 
where  the  settlers  were  British  subjects  who  had  always  observed  British 
law  and  had  already  obtained  a  high  degree  of  local  self-government. 
Remembering  the  secession  of  the  American  colonies,  Britain  did  not  let 
the  problem  develop  into  open  warfare.  When  the  Canadian  settlers  be¬ 
gan  to  show  signs  of  discontent  with  the  Legislative  Council,  their  local 
parliament,  and  to  come  into  conflict  with  the  London-appointed  gover¬ 
nor  who  held  exeeutive  power,  the  famous  1839  report  of  “Radical  Jack”, 
Earl  of  Durham,  pointed  out  the  future  path:  the  Canadians  were  to 
receive  responsible  government  so  that  tensions  between  the  settlers  and 
the  mother  country  would  not  lead  to  secession.  The  recognition  of  the 
colonies  as  nascent  nations  also  made  it  possible — and  this  must  not  be 
overlooked — to  put  a  stop  to  the  annexationist  tendencies  of  the  United 
States.  Responsible  government”  meant  a  government  responsible  to  the 
elected  parliament,  i.e.  autonomous  in  its  own  colonial  territory  but  sub¬ 
ject  to  clear  limits  in  the  “imperial  sphere”  (chiefly  foreign  policy,  over¬ 
seas  trade  and  constitutional  power),  which  remained  in  the  hands  of  the 
mother  country.  What  the  American  colonies  had  striven  for  before 
177^?  namely  full  autonomy  within  the  Empire,  was  now  granted  the 
Canadians,  first  to  individual  Canadian  colonies  and  then  in  1867  to  the 
Federation  of  Canada.  New  Zealand  received  responsible  government  in 
1856;  the  Commonwealth  of  Australia”  came  into  being  in  1901;  and 
finally  the  Union  of  South  Africa  in  1909-1910.  After  the  1907  Colonial 
Conference  the  term  “dominion”  was  adopted.  The  unity  of  the  Empire 
was  guaranteed  by  the  indivisible  Crown”,  represented  in  the  dominions 
by  the  governor-general.  Above  all,  this  ensured  diplomatic  unity.  Canada, 
however,  had  obtained  fiscal  autonomy  and  participated  in  trade  agree- 
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ments  very  early  on,  and  had  become  a  member  of  international  techni¬ 
cal  organizations. 

At  first  British  imperialists  after  1880  were  less  concerned  with  extending 
their  domination  over  new  areas  of  Asia  and  Africa  than  with  the  crucial 
question  of  safeguarding  the  unity  of  the  Empire  in  the  face  of  the 
colonial  settlements’  autonomy,  or  perhaps  reconstituting  it.  Tliey  con¬ 
sidered  forming  an  “organic  union”  with  its  own  federal  institutions,  a 
kind  of  imperial  council  or  parliament,  which  would  stand  beside  and  yet 
be  distinct  from  the  Parliament  of  Westminster  and  would  decide  on 
foreign  policy,  defence,  etc.  Lord  Rosebery  and  the  Imperial  Federation 
League  urged  this,  and  Joseph  Chamberlain  fought  for  it  with  his  imperial 
tariffs  campaign,  which  aimed  at  an  “Empire  Free  Trade”  or  a  system  of 
preferences  to  consolidate  the  Empire.^ 

These  men  were  self-confessed  imperialists  who  saw  the  Empire  as  the 
instrument  of  British  power  and  British  influence  in  the  world.  But  the 
rise  of  the  Wilhelminian  Empire  raised  the  question  of  whether  the 
mother  country  really  could  compete  and  survive  in  the  arms  race,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  its  naval  development,  without  assistance.  Surely  it  was  only 
right  to  involve  the  aspiring  dominions?  But  this  did  not  seem  possible 
unless  they  were  given  some  say  in  British  foreign  policy.  It  was  an 
inescapable  dilemma;  either  the  process  of  dissolution  would  continue, 
or  a  federation  must  be  formed  to  create  a  new  unity.  Common  British 
origins,  law,  language  and  customs  did  not  provide  sufficient  incentive 
for  integration  to  guarantee  the  Empire’s  future  position  as  a  leading 
world  power.  Led  by  Lionel  Curtis,  the  most  ardent  propagandist  of 
federation,  and  Philip  Kerr,  the  first  editor  of  the  Round  Table,  influential 
study  groups  were  organized  in  both  the  mother  country  and  the  domin¬ 
ions  with  the  aim,  as  stated  in  a  memorandum  of  23  January  1910,  of 
forming  an  “organic  union  ...  by  the  establishment  of  an  Imperial 
Government  constitutionally  responsible  to  all  the  electors  of  the  Empire, 
and  with  power  to  act  directly  on  the  individual  citizens”  But  they 
could  not  ignore  the  internal  differences  of  opinion,  and  in  any  case,  for 
the  time  being,  it  seemed  pointless  to  aim  at  more  than  a  wider  co-opera¬ 
tion.^ 

Richard  Jebb  took  the  opposite  side  in  his  highly  respected  Studies  in 
Colonial  Nationalism  in  1905.^  During  a  world  tour,  he  became  aware 
of  the  growing  nationalism  in  the  dominions,  but  he  thought  this  should 
be  considered  an  increase  in  self-confidence,  a  “national  self-respect 
which  openly  opposed  British  control  and  authority  but  was  not  disloyal 
or  “separatist”.  The  dominions  were  by  no  means  contemplating  a  break; 
they  were  striving  for  independence,  a  trend  that  was  natural,  healthy  and 
could  not  be  stopped.  Great  Britain,  he  said,  must  abandon  its  “colonial 
view”  and,  on  the  basis  of  equality,  implicate  the  dominions  more  closely 
in  the  military  engagements  and  foreign  policy  of  the  Empire.  Jebb,  the 
first  publicist  who  thoroughly  understood  dominion  loyalties  objected 
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to  federal  institutions  and  asked  only  for  an  allianee  of  partners,  supported 
by  an  openly  negotiated  system  of  preferenees. 

The  two  theories  existed  side  by  side  during  and  after  the  war.  But 
they  could  not  be  attributed  to  opposition  between  the  mother  country 
and  the  dominions,  for  the  boundaries  overlapped.  For  instance,  in  the 
Imperial  Conference  of  1911,  the  prime  minister  of  New  Zealand,  Sir 
Joseph  Ward,  demanded  an  elected  imperial  council  that  would  decide  on 
defence  powers  and  levy  its  own  taxes.  But  Canada  and  South  Africa  with 
their  non-British  minorities  refused  this,  as  did  the  British  prime  minister, 
Asquith,  who  did  not  want  to  limit  London’s  monopoly  of  decision  in 
questions  of  foreign  policy,  particularly  since  the  main  burden  of  defence 
costs  had  to  be  borne  by  Britain.®  In  the  years  before  the  war,  the  domin¬ 
ions  were  more  closely  involved  in  military  planning  and  kept  better  in¬ 
formed  on  diplomatic  affairs,  but  the  power  of  decision  remained  in 
London  and  the  dominions  had  only  the  power  of  deciding  whether  to 
supply  troops  in  case  of  war. 

The  crucial  question  arose  in  1914.  The  British  declaration  of  war  on 
4  August  1914  automatically  applied  to  the  whole  Empire,  since  the  Brit¬ 
ish  king  could  not  be  at  war  and  at  peace  simultaneously  in  the  same 
country.  But  the  dominions  decided  independently  on  their  war  credits 
and  troop  supplies,  which  they  granted  generously  in  spite  of  the  resistance 
of  the  non-British  inhabitants.  The  loyalty  of  the  dominions  and  the 
unity  of  the  Empire  were  proven  to  the  world  when  Sir  Wilfrid  Laurier, 
prime  minister  of  Canada,  declared  in  Parliament  on  19  August  1914:  “We 
are  British  subjects,  and  to-day  we  are  face  to  face  with  the  consequences 
which  are  involved  in  that  proud  fact.  Long  have  we  enjoyed  the  benefits 
of  our  British  citizenship;  to-day  it  is  our  duty  to  accept  its  responsibilities 
and  its  sacrifices.”’' 

The  dominions  raised  contingents  of  troops  and  supplied  raw  materials, 
food  and  even  munitions.  A  change  of  emphasis  was  evident  in  the  Em¬ 
pire,  and  London  took  it  into  account  in  1917  by  forming  the  Imperial 
War  Cabinet,  which  had  advisory  capacity  only,  but  nevertheless  became 
an  important  political  panel  of  the  Empire.  Moreover,  the  South  African, 
Smuts,  was  a  member  of  the  British  War  Cabinet. 

The  federalists  had  found  an  incentive  and  now  saw  an  opportunity 
for  the  long-desired  reconstruction  of  the  Empire;  the  spontaneously  dem¬ 
onstrated  unity  was  to  be  ensured  for  the  future  by  means  of  institutions. 
The  Round  Table  naturally  engaged  in  very  lively  activity  here:  they  said 
the  declaration  of  war  in  1914  had  proved  that  foreign  policy  could  not  be 
conducted  communally  by  several  governments  and  that  the  dominions 
automatically  had  to  enter  the  war,  in  spite  of  their  “autonomous  national 
Government  in  their  own  and  our  esteem”.®  The  Empire,  they  said,  had 
acted  as  “one  state”  and  had  continued  to  do  so  in  the  interests  of  the 
common  cause  and  world  peace.  The  Round  Table  attempted,  on  the 
basis  of  the  “British  nationality”  of  all  Crown  subjects,  to  awaken  a 
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national  sense  of  Empire  and  to  confront  the  dominions  with  this,  saying 
that  the  Empire,  as  the  embodiment  of  values  common  to  all  its  parts, 
stood  above  the  dominions.  But  they  agreed  that  the  incongruity  between 
the  unity  of  the  Empire  from  the  outside  and  the  dominions’  justified 
claim  for  a  voice  in  internal  affairs  had  to  be  resolved  and  that  this  re¬ 
quired  an  imperial  government  which  would  be  responsible  not  to  the 
British  Parliament  but  to  an  imperial  corporation  and  thus  to  the  peoples 
of  the  Empire. 

Lionel  Curtis  introduced  the  term  “Commonwealth”  in  his  1916  book 
Froblem  of  the  Commonwealth  to  refer  to  the  Empire  of  the  future.  In 
Cromwell’s  time  the  term  had  been  used  in  the  sense  of  respublica;  it  was 
first  applied  to  the  Empire  by  Rosebery  in  1884.®  Now  it  was  used  to  dem¬ 
onstrate  programmatically  the  alliance  of  freedom  and  unity.  Empire 
meant  a  domination  which  imposed  on  the  dominions  duties  in  foreign 
policy  that  were  incompatible  with  self-government.  The  dominions,  said 
Curtis,  had  a  right  to  participation  and  control,  but  they  also  had  the  duty 
to  help  shoulder  the  common  responsibility.  It  is  impossible  to  overlook 
the  fear  in  these  words  that  in  the  future  Great  Britain  would  no  longer 
be  able  to  bear  the  common  burden  of  defence  alone  and  would  have  to 
share  it  among  the  members  of  the  Commonwealth.^®  Curtis  was  con¬ 
sistent — if  not  doctrinaire — and  drafted  a  federal  constitution  inspired  by 
that  of  the  United  States;  its  acceptance  would  have  meant  that  the 
Parliament  of  Westminster  was  debased  to  a  “local  parliament  of 
the  “dominion  Great  Britain”,  while  an  imperial  parliament  would 
have  had  to  form  an  imperial  cabinet  with  central  offices  and  the  ma¬ 
chinery  of  control  and  taxation. 

Lionel  Curtis’  ideas  found  some  response  during  the  war  in  circles 
interested  in  the  imperial  question.  In  1916  Lord  Milner,  a  member  of 
the  War  Cabinet,  considered  the  British  Empire  to  be  potentially  the 
most  powerful  state  system  in  the  world,  lacking  only  a  united  leadership. 
He  thought  the  Imperial  War  Cabinet  could  become  the  basis  for  a 
conversion  of  the  Empire  by  constitutional  law  into  a  kind  of  federation. 
Lord  Cromer,i2  the  Round  Table  and  Philip  Kerr,  who  had  become 
Lloyd  George’s  private  secretary  in  1916,^^  held  similar  views.  Even  the 
prime  minister  was  infected  by  the  enthusiasm  and  saw  in  the  Imperial 
War  Gabinet  the  beginning  of  a  new  era  in  imperial  history.^^  The  Lib¬ 
eral  party  leader  and  minister  Herbert  Samuel  made  a  different  suggestion : 
since  Gurtis’  plans  would  hardly  prove  acceptable  in  the  dominions,  he 
proposed  an  imperial  cabinet  and  an  imperial  assembly,  both  appointed 
by  the  dominions  but  with  only  advisory  capacity,  as  a  possible  step  in  the 
direction  of  federation.^®  Lord  Bryce  also  supported  this  idea.^®  But 
opinion  was  divided.  In  the  cabinet.  Lord  Balfour  and  Bonar  Law,  as  well 
as  Milner’s  private  secretary  L.  S.  Amery,  objected  to  federal  institutions 
because  they  realized  that  the  dominions  would  resist  and  considered 
that  explicitly  constitutional  plans  would  be  a  threat  to  the  unity  for 
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which  they  were  striving.^'^  Even  within  the  Round  Table  group,  Curtis' 
ideas  were  suecessfully  disputed  by  more  realistie  thinkersd®  Did  the 
dominions  in  faet  want  federation?  Did  not  their  self-confidence,  whieh 
had  grown  in  the  war,  demand  a  further  loosening  of  the  ties  with  Britain 
and  press  the  claim  for  the  extension  of  their  sovereign  rights  to  inelude 
foreign  poliey?  Did  the  alternatives,  federation  or  dissoeiation,  whieh  the 
federalists  had  put  forward,  have  any  relevanee  to  the  Empire  at  all? 

The  eonstitutional  lawyer  A.  B.  Keith  was  representative  of  the  anti¬ 
federalists  influeneed  by  Jebbd^  Keith  did  not  contest  the  necessity  for 
closer  eollaboration,  “but  the  diffieulties  of  any  federal  system  ...  are 
both  numerous  and  formidable”.^®  The  dominions,  he  said,  were  still 
“dependeneies  of  the  United  Kingdom”  aeeording  to  international  law, 
but  this  situation  was  no  longer  tenable.  Their  partieipation  in  the  war 
must  not  be  misinterpreted;  it  was  eaused  not  only  by  a  spirit  of  loyalty 
and  sense  of  union,  but  just  as  mueh  by  a  desire  for  freedom  and  full  self- 
government.  Great  Britain  must  eomply  fully  with  this  demand  for  in- 
dependenee.  “All  possible  steps  must  be  taken  to  further  the  national 
life  within  the  Empire  of  the  self-governing  Dominions.  Nor  is  it  doubtful 
that  this  end  is  to  be  obtained  in  one  way  only,  the  encouragement  of 
the  greatest  autonomy  in  self-government  with  the  creation  of  eloser 
bonds  of  union  between  the  several  parts  of  the  Empire  as  a  whole.”^^ 
Deeolonization  could  not  be  halted,  he  believed.  In  faet  it  must  be 
supported  if  the  mother  eountry  wanted  to  retain  the  allegiance  of  the 
colonies.  He  did  not  think  federation  a  solution,  because  the  politieal, 
economie  and  military  differenees  between  England  and  the  dominions 
were  far  too  great.  Neither  Canada  and  Australia  nor  the  mother  country 
were  prepared  to  surrender  their  jurisdietions  to  a  federation;  the  pro- 
teetionist  interests  of  the  dominions  also  ran  eounter  to  federation.  In¬ 
stead,  Keith  proposed  a  form  of  union  “which  has  no  existing  parallel” .22 
Keith  made  praetieal  proposals  for  the  future  of  the  governor-generals, 
the  Privy  Couneil  and  the  legislative  supremacy  of  the  Parliament  of 
Westminster,  and  suggested  a  better  reform  in  foreign  affairs  for  the 
dominions.  Antieipating  future  developments,  he  wrote: 

The  natural  solution  for  the  position  of  the  Dominions,  suggested  by 
the  result  of  the  Conference  of  1911,  is  that  each  Dominion  should  proceed 
to  attain  complete  independence  as  a  unit  of  international  law,  and  that 
the  Empire  should  be  reconstituted  on  the  basis  that  on  the  one  hand 
should  stand  the  United  Kingdom  in  political  control  of  the  Crown 
Colonies  and  of  India,  and  on  the  other  hand  the  self-governing  Dominions, 
each  as  an  independent  state.  ...  It  is  not  suggested  that  this  in¬ 
dependence  need  be  separation:  the  Dominion  might  still  under  its  new 
status  remain  a  kingdom  closely  allied  with  the  United  Kingdom  in 
sentiment  and  under  the  same  monarch,  but  nevertheless  as  an  independ¬ 
ent  unit  in  international  law,  and  therefore  internationally  not  responsible 
for  or  involved  in  the  blunder  of  British  foreign  policy.23 
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Perhaps  the  creation  of  the  Imperial  War  Cabinet  made  effective  coor¬ 
dination  possible  between  the  mother  country  and  the  dominions,  but  it 
was  only  a  temporary,  war-time  measure  to  counteract  an  urgent  problem, 
and  not  a  permanent  solution.  The  1917  Imperial  Conference  made  it 
clear  that  the  majority  of  the  dominions  was  not  prepared  to  agree  to  any 
federal  plans  and  certainly  did  not  see  the  Imperial  War  Cabinet  as  a  step 
towards  imperial  government.  In  an  important  resolution,  in  which  they 
postponed  the  clarification  of  constitutional  questions  to  a  later  special 
conference,  they  already  indicated  their  bias: 

Tliey  [the  dominions]  deem  it  their  duty,  however,  to  place  on  reeord 
their  view  that  any  sueh  readjustment,  while  thoroughly  preserving  all 
existing  powers  of  self-government  and  complete  control  of  domestic  affairs, 
should  be  based  upon  a  full  recognition  of  the  Dominions  as  autonomous 
nations  of  an  Imperial  Commonwealth,  should  recognize  their  right  to  an 
adequate  voice  in  foreign  policy  and  in  foreign  relations,  and  should  pro¬ 
vide  effective  arrangements  for  continuous  consultation.  .  . 

This  effectively  blocked  the  way  to  federation;  the  dominions  demanded 
full  control  of  their  domestic  affairs  and  refused  to  surrender  any  of  their 
powers.  It  was  still  not  clear  what  “adequate  voice”  meant,  for  they  still 
recognized  the  unity  of  their  foreign  policy,  at  least  implicitly,  with  that  of 
Britain  and  the  preponderance  of  the  British  Government. 

Worth  noting  in  this  period  of  transition  is  the  use  of  the  term  “Impe¬ 
rial  Commonwealth”.  Canadian  Prime  Minister  Borden  emphatically  re¬ 
fused  to  let  himself  be  outvoted— particularly  in  regard  to  the  case  of  the 
French  Canadians — by  an  imperial  council.  He  thought  the  future  lay  in  an 
“increasingly  equal  status  between  the  Dominions  and  the  Mother  Coun- 
try”,2®  and  that  the  alternatives,  federation  or  independence,  were  not 
applicable  to  the  complex  situation.  By  contrast,  the  New  Zealander 
Massey,  who  called  himself  an  imperialist,  considered  imperial  conferences 
insufficient  and  asked  that  a  “representative  Imperial  Council  ’  be  formed. 
According  to  him,  the  Empire  had  “the  freest  and  most  progressive  form 
of  government  that  the  world  has  ever  seen”.^®  General  Smuts  skilfully 
took  up  this  praise  of  Empire  but  stressed  that  the  constitutional  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  daughter  states  must  lead  from  colonial  status  to  that  of  self- 
governing  dominions  and  finally  to  full  independence,  “setting  aside  the 
Federal  solution  as  not  applicable  to  this  Empire,  which  is  not  merely  a 
State  but  a  system  of  States”.^^  In  The  British  Commonwealth,  he  gave 
the  term  introduced  by  Curtis  his  own,  different  definition:  the  daughter 
states  must  achieve  full  freedom,  and  even  the  supplement  “British”  was 
no  longer  really  acceptable,  The  term  “Empire”  was  also  inappropriate, 
he  argued  (like  Curtis),  since  Germany,  Rome  or  India  were  empires  , 
but  the  dominions  constituted  a  “Commonwealth”  which  anticipated  a 
universal  league  of  nations.^®  The  only  unifying  elements  remained  the 
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Crown  and  regular  conferences  at  which  the  dominions  could  assert  their 
influence  on  British  foreign  policy. 

In  the  following  years,  Smuts  was  frequently  cited  in  England  in  vin¬ 
dication  of  the  concept  of  the  Commonwealth.  His  followers  could  point 
with  pride  to  this  Boer  general  who,  in  a  very  few  years,  had  become  a 
good  friend  of  Great  Britain  and  a  supporter  of  the  Commonwealth. 
They  willingly  ignored  the  fact  that  Smuts  had  stubbornly  resisted  plans 
for  integration  of  a  constitutional  kind  and  had  supported  full  inde¬ 
pendence,  while  at  the  same  time  managing  to  use  his  relations  with 
London  directly  in  the  national  interests  of  South  Africa. 

Tire  dissolution  of  the  Empire  as  a  unit  of  international  law  was  com¬ 
pleted  after  1919.  The  dominions  wanted  a  part  in  British  peace  plans 
and  the  Paris  negotiations,  and  London  had  to  give  in.  The  result  was  a 
compromise:  Lloyd  George  signed  for  the  whole  of  the  British  Empire, 
but  the  dominions  and  India  signed  the  Versailles  peace  treaty  separately 
and  themselves  became  members  of  the  League  of  Nations.  “A  diplomatic 
unity  had  declared  war:  a  diplomatic  multitude  proposed  to  conclude 
Peace."^® 

The  events  of  the  following  years  need  not  be  described  anew.®®  The 
first  consequences  of  the  decision  reached  in  1917  appeared  in  1919.  But 
the  dominions  were  slow  to  take  advantage  of  their  newly  won  independ¬ 
ence  in  international  law.  Although  Canada  obtained  British  approval 
for  establishing  its  own  embassy  in  Washington  in  1920,  it  did  not  post  an 
ambassador  until  1926.  During  the  Chanak  crisis,  some  dominions  strongly 
opposed  Lloyd  George’s  isolationist  attitude  and  forced  him  to  change  his 
policy.  In  the  1923  Imperial  Conference,  the  dominions  obtained  the 
right  to  enter  into  state  agreements,  and  after  the  Treaty  of  Locarno,  a 
treaty  signed  by  Great  Britain  had  to  be  ratified  by  the  dominions  in  order 
to  be  valid  for  them  too.  Yet  the  dominions  continued  to  use  the  diplo¬ 
matic  services  of  the  mother  country,  and  in  1939  Canada,  for  example, 
had  ambassadors  only  in  the  United  States,  Japan  and  Erance.  In  foreign 
policy  they  were  equally  reticent  and  accepted  Great  Britain  as  the  leading 
power  and  “senior  partner”  in  the  Commonwealth.  They  did  not  feel 
threatened  from  overseas,  were  not  interested  in  Europe  and  relied  on  the 
defence  powers  of  the  mother  country.  In  a  certain  sense  the  relationship 
was  even  reversed:  London  bore  the  defence  burden,  while  the  dominions 
assumed  a  veto  right  the  British  Government  had  to  recognize  if  it  did  not 
want  to  imperil  the  unity  of  the  Commonwealth.  In  the  Munich  crisis 
in  1938,  the  dominions  strongly  encouraged  a  policy  of  appeasement,  and 
their  position  here  has  been  described  as  “power  without  responsibility” 

Ireland’s  rise  to  dominion  status  in  1921,  the  debate  about  the  position 
of  the  governor-general  in  Canada  in  1924  and  the  replacement  of  Smuts 
by  the  nationalist  Hertzog  in  South  Africa  in  the  ■  same  year  forced 
Britain  to  agree  to  a  “legal”  definition  of  dominion  status,  in  spite  of 
violent  resistance.  At  the  1926  Imperial  Conference  Lord  Balfour  man- 
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aged,  “in  almost  Athanasian  tenns”,^^  to  concentrate  the  diverging  theo¬ 
ries  into  the  famous  formula: 

Tliey  [the  dominions]  are  autonomous  Communities  within  the  British 
Empire,  equal  in  status,  in  no  way  subordinate  one  to  another  in  any 
aspect  of  their  domestic  or  external  [I]  affairs,  though  united  by  a  common 
allegiance  to  the  Crown,  and  freely  associated  as  members  of  the  British 
Commonwealth  of  Nations.  .  .  .  The  British  Empire  is  not  founded 
upon  negations.  It  depends  essentially,  if  not  formally,  on  positive  ideals. 
Free  institutions  are  its  life-blood.  Free  Cooperation  is  its  instrument. 
Peace,  security,  and  progress  are  among  its  objeets.  .  .  .  While  equality  of 
status  is  thus  the  root  principle  of  our  Inter-Imperial  Relations  the  prin¬ 
ciples  of  equality  appropriate  to  status  do  not  universally  extend  to  func¬ 
tion  ...  in  the  sphere  of  defence  the  major  share  of  responsibility  rests 
now  and .  must  for  some  time  continue  to  rest  with  HMG  in  Great 
Britain.33 


The  Conference  of  Westminster  in  1930  supplied  the  rules  of  execution 
and  removed  the  last  vestiges  of  ascendancy  by  the  mother  country:  the 
governor-generals  became  “viceroys”  and  were  no  longer  the  represent¬ 
atives  of  the  British  Government  in  the  dominions.  The  dominion  par¬ 
liaments  obtained  sovereignty  and  equal  status  with  the  Parliament  of 
Westminster.  Relations  between  the  governments  were  in  the  hands  of 
the  high  commissioners.  The  Colonial  Laws  Validity  Act  of  1865  was 
suspended,  and  the  British  right  of  veto  in  dominion  legislation  was 
dropped.  The  only  remaining  institutional  parenthesis  was  that  the  Crown 
continued  to  act  as  constitutional  head  of  each  individual  dominion  as  a 
symbol  of  unity Apart  from  this,  the  Commonwealth  was  to  be  based 
not  on  “law”  but  on  loyalty,  customs,  free  institutions,  race,  religion  and 
language.  The  conversion  of  Empire  into  Commonwealth  was  thus  com¬ 
plete,  although  in  the  meantime  the  term  made  current  by  Curtis  had 
completely  altered  its  meaning  and  was  now  used  in  Smuts  sense. 

The  Statute  of  Westminster  in  1931  was  followed  by  the  Ottawa 
agreements  in  1932.  Joseph  Chamberlain’s  bold  notion  of  creating  an 
internal  Empire  Free  Trade  and  at  the  same  time  tariff  protection  in 
order  to  secure  the  unity  of  the  Empire  economically  from  without  was,  as 
we  have  seen,  taken  up  again  by  Milner  during  the  post-war  crisis.  In  1930 
the  press  magnate.  Lord  Beaverbrook,  launched  another  Empire  Free 
Trade  campaign.  It  had  little  parliamentary  success  but  gained  the  support 
of  some  “imperialists”  such  as  L.  S.  Amery  and  the  diehard  Lord  Lloyd. 
Beaverbrook  was  trying  to  solve  the  economic  crisis  “nationally  ,  i.e.  within 
the  Empire,  while  also  attempting  again  to  reinforce  the  imperial  league. 
He  pointed  out  once  more  that  the  world  powers,  America,  Russia  and 
Japan,  as  well  as  a  united  Europe,  were  facing  Great  Britain  with  the 
crucial  issue  of  whether  to  join  one  or  another  of  the  blocs  as  a  secondaty 
power,  or  whether  to  remain  an  independent  and  considerably  autarchic 
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world  power  by  concentrating  on  the  Empire.^®  It  was  not  for  nothing 
that  the  supporters  of  Empire  Free  Trade  were  suspicious  of  the  League 
of  Nations,  showed  little  interest  in  Europe  and  wanted  to  retire  into  the 
“splendid  isolation”  of  the  pre-war  era.  Ottawa  did  not  bring  about  im¬ 
perial  economic  unity  on  the  basis  of  internal  free  trade  as  had  been 
hoped.  The  painfully  negotiated  compromise  merely  resulted  in  a  system 
of  mutual  preferences  whose  immediate  economic  significance  may  have 
been  considerable,  but  which  was  soon  undermined  again  by  rising  prices 
and  special  treaties  like  the  one  between  Canada  and  the  United  States 
in  1935.  It  in  no  way  affected  the  independence  of  the  partners,  but  the 
network  of  interests  it  created  certainly  contributed  to  the  system’s  stabil¬ 
ity  and  later  extension  to  non-white  territories.  In  affect,  it  bound  the 
dominions  to  the  mother  country  and  strengthened  the  loosening  structure 
of  the  Commonwealth,  whose  ties  consisted  essentially  of  imponderables, 
by  concrete  economic  measures. 

Great  Britain  found  it  easy  to  reconcile  itself  to  the  conversion  from 
Empire  to  Commonwealth.  Plans  for  federation  were  still  submitted  oc¬ 
casionally,  but  usually  in  adulterated  form  and  always  with  emphasis  on 
the  unity  of  the  Empire  in  foreign  policy.®®  Winston  Churchill,  a  diehard 
in  imperial  affairs,  reacted  sharply  to  Amery’s  optimistic  words  in  the  par¬ 
liamentary  debate  on  the  Westminster  Statute  on  20  November  1931  and 
objected  to  the  surrender  of  the  still  existing  legislative  powers,  warning 
against  the  effects  of  this  on  India  [!];  however,  he  did  not  engage  in 
serious  opposition.®^  Sharp  criticism  of  the  1926  Balfour  Declaration  was 
made  by,  among  others,  Robert  Stokes  in  his  1930  book  New  Imperial 
Ideas.  He  argued  that  without  at  least  a  rudimentary  imperial  executive, 
the  dissolution  of  the  Empire  was  inevitable.  Lord  Lloyd  agreed  with  him 
in  the  preface.  But  this  sort  of  opposition  was  an  exception. 

Since  either  the  dominions  were  not  very  active  in  foreign  policy  or 
their  interests  coincided  to  a  large  extent  with  those  of  the  mother  coun¬ 
try,  the  dissolution  of  imperial  unity  in  foreign  policy  was  scarcely 
apparent  at  first.  It  still  seemed  possible  to  speak  of  a  whole,  and  Great 
Britain  was  able  to  assert  its  claim  to  world  power  with  some  justification. 
Common  membership  in  the  League  of  Nations  also  facilitated  the  transi¬ 
tion;  Alfred  Zimmern  ealled  the  League  a  deus  ex  machina.^^  Lionel 
Curtis’  and  Philip  Kerr’s  attempts  to  reconcile  the  League  and  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  have  been  outlined  above.®®  By  contrast,  L.  S.  Amery  and 
Sir  Edward  Grigg,  the  future  governor  of  Kenya,  believed  there  was  a  kind 
of  conflict  between  the  two,  since  matters  of  defence  remained  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  Great  Britain  but  appeared  to  be  furnished  by  the  League  of 
Nations.  At  the  Geneva  Conference  the  dominions  managed  to  get  their 
international  status  recognized  without  having  to  assume  any  concrete 
responsibility.^®  The  “imperialists”  were  understandably  concerned  with 
informing  the  dominions  of  the  advantages  they  enjoyed  by  virtue  of  be¬ 
longing  to  the  Empire— was  not  their  safety  still  guaranteed  by  the  British 
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navy  and  not  by  some  international  organization  like  the  League  of 
Nations? 

Amery  was  also  involved  in  drafting  the  Balfour  Declaration,  and  al¬ 
though  he  was  a  little  anxious  about  the  risks  it  entailed  for  the  Empire, 
he  saw  it  as  a  solution  that  fit  the  situation.  He  therefore  tried,  like  many 
others,  to  present  it  as  an  intentional  and  welcome  conclusion  of  British 
colonial  policy,  leading  “from  self-government  to  full  nationhood”.^^  We 
have  mentioned  Alfred  Zimmera’s  Third  Empire,  with  its  typical  reinter¬ 
pretation  and  ideological  exaggeration  of  the  terms  of  the  Declaration. 
According  to  him,  the  Commonwealth  was  to  be  understood  not  as  the 
dissolution  of  the  Empire  but  as  the  fulfilment  of  a  concept  inspired  by 
the  secession  of  the  American  colonies  and  leading,  via  the  Durham 
Report,  to  a  partnership  of  nations  of  British  origin  with  equal  rights,  who 
were  sovereign  and  independent  but  united  under  a  common  Crown  and 
sharing  common  ideals;  it  was  a  unity  in  freedom  and  served  as  an  example 
to  the  world!  The  Commonwealth  was  not  a  state,  said  the  noted  lawyer 
Ernest  Barker,  “nor  is  it  not  a  State;  for  it  can  feel,  believe  and  even  act 
as  one  [!].  It  remains,  at  bottom,  something  beyond  and  above  politics. 
But  what  a  good  thing  it  is  that  there  should  be  something  of  that  sort  in 
the  world — especially  in  these  daysl”^® 

The  gradual  change  of  terminology  here  is  worth  noting.  We  have 
already  seen  how  the  words  “imperialism”  and  “imperialist”  had  been 
debased  and  were  used  only  pejoratively,  in  the  sense  of  domination  and 
aggression.  Unlike  their  master,  the  “pupils”  of  Milner  no  longer  de¬ 
scribed  themselves  as  “imperialists”,  and  this  change  is  evidence  both  of  a 
new  generation  and  of  the  new  situation  obtaining  after  1919.  But  the 
British  Government  still  adhered  to  the  term  “Empire”  and  the  corre¬ 
sponding  adjective  “imperial”.  In  oflEcial  language,  with  its  rather  con¬ 
servative  terminology,  “Empire”  referred  to  the  comprehensive  imperial 
league,  which  also  included  the  Commonwealth,  India,  the  Crown  Col¬ 
onies  and  the  protectorates.^^  There  was  a  tendency,  however,  to  juxta¬ 
pose  Commonwealth,  India  and  the  colonial,  i.e.  dependent  Empire^®  or 
to  go  a  step  further  and  use  the  word  “Commonwealth  for  the  imperial 
league  as  a  whole,  even  though  India  and  the  colonies  had  not  yet  gained 
dominion  status. 

The  reinterpretation  of  Empire  as  Commonwealth  and  the  attempt  to 
justify  ideologically  the  idea  of  self-government  in  the  anti-imperialist  era 
seemed  to  imply  the  development  of  the  Afro-Asian  colonies  into  domin¬ 
ions.  We  have  seen  the  beginnings  of  this  decisive  new  attitude  in  the  case 
of  Philip  Kerr^®  and  Lionel  Curtis.  The  same  applies  to  Duncan  Hall, 
who  played  an  important  part  in  the  constitutional  questions  of  the 
Commonwealth.^^  The  trend  is  even  clearer  in  the  case  of  Zimmem,  with 
his  “procession”  image  including  the  colonies.  John  Coalman  might  also 
be  noted  here.  In  Magna  Carta— the  title  is  probably  an  allusion  to 
Dilke’s  Greater  Britain  of  1868— he  tried  to  establish  a  philosophic  basis 
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for  the  Commonwealth  in  terms  of  the  world  historical  process  of  trans¬ 
formation  from  city  state  via  national  state  to  world  state.  He  described 
the  Commonwealth  as  “the  greatest  achievement  hitherto  recorded  in 
human  organization”.  He  also  introduced  the  notion  of  an  “expanding 
Commonwealth”,  implying  that  sooner  or  later  India,  Ceylon,  Burma 
and  “even  less  familiar”  names  would  obtain  dominion  status.  “We  shall, 
in  fact,  see  Empire  continually  transforming  itself  into  Commonwealth.”'’'® 

Such  statements  accepted  the  possibility  of  a  future  extension  of  domin¬ 
ion  status  to  non-white  areas,  foretelling  and  paving  the  way  for  a  multi¬ 
racial  Commonwealth.  But  they  were  of  a  rather  incidental  nature  and 
seemed  unusual  or  misguided  to  contemporaries.  T.  E.  Lawrence  expected 
this  reaction,  as  shown  by  his  letter  to  The  Times  in  1920:  “I  shall  be  told 
that  the  idea  of  brown  Dominions  in  the  British  Empire  is  grotesque.  Yet 
the  Montagu  scheme  [India]  and  the  Milner  scheme  [Egypt]  are 
approaches  to  it,  and  the  only  alternative  seems  to  be  conquest,  which  the 
ordinary  Englishman  does  not  want  and  cannot  afford.”^®  Similarly, 
Professor  Coupland  in  his  important  book  Empire  in  These  Days  asked 
the  apt  question:  “A  dominion  of  Nigeria,  for  example,  why  not?”®®  But 
even  these  rare  supporters  of  an  extension  of  dominion  status  counted  on 
such  long  delays  that  the  question  lost  all  urgency.  It  was  not  for  nothing 
that  the  Commonwealth  was  called  the  “British  Commonwealth”!  On 
the  whole  it  still  seemed  self-evident  that  the  status  of  “self-governing 
dominion”  was  applicable  only  to  the  colonies  by  settlement  and  that  it 
presupposed  common  origins,  race,  language  and  civilization.®^  The  re¬ 
sistance  of  the  French  Canadians  and  Boers  only  confirmed  this  traditional 
thesis;  the  Commonwealth’s  strongest  incentive  for  integration  really  did 
lie  in  common  origins  and  traditions.  Before  1939  some  writers  accepted 
the  idea  of  a  multi-racial  Commonwealth  as  a  far  distant  objective  but  it 
was  never  precisely  formulated  nor  was  it  generally  accepted. 

An  exception  that  came  to  the  fore  as  early  as  1919  was  India.  The 
discussion  on  India’s  future  faced  the  British  public  with  the  prospect  of 
decolonization  during  the  inter-war  period,  raised  the  question  of  whether 
responsible  government  and  dominion  status  could  or  should  be  applied 
to  the  “coloured”  territories,  and  forced  a  gradual  extension  and  reformu¬ 
lation  of  the  idea  of  Commonwealth. 
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THE  QUESTION  OF  DOMINION  STATUS  FOR  INDIA 

(1917-1939) 


Even  before  British  rule  had  spread  over  the  whole  subcontinent  of  India, 
some  far-sighted  Englishmen  had  anticipated  future  developments,  be¬ 
lieving  dissociation  to  be  inevitable.^  Was  it  conceivable,  they  asked,  that 
a  country  as  small  as  Great  Britain  could  permanently  dominate  millions 
of  people  of  an  alien  race  and  civilization?  Would  not  the  encounter  with 
the  colonial  power  introduce  a  process  of  Westernization  which  would 
automatically  prompt  the  desire  for  self-determination  and  result  in 
India’s  turning  against  the  British  raj  one  day?  Could  and  should  Great 
Britain  prevent  this  Westernization?  Could  imperial  domination  be  recon¬ 
ciled  with  the  liberal  credo,  and  would  not  a  “civilized”,  independent 
India  be  Britain’s  best  kind  of  trade  partner?  British  liberals  were  so  con¬ 
vinced  of  the  superiority  and  general  validity  of  Western,  Christian  civ¬ 
ilization  that  they  hardly  noticed  the  racial  and  cultural  differences  of  the 
foreign  peoples  and  considered  them  capable  of  self-government  on  the 
British  model.  This  meant  that  a  time-limit  was  set  on  European  dom¬ 
ination.  (Similarly,  France  had  believed  in  the  early  nineteenth  century 
that  the  ideas  of  1789  were  generally  valid  and  could  also  be  applied  else¬ 
where.  France  tried  to  reply  to  the  question  of  the  future  in  its  own  way, 
by  integration  and  assimilation.)  Admittedly,  these  were  only  individual 
opinions,  albeit  important  ones;  but  even  the  imperialist  Sir  John  Seeley 
presented  his  readers  with  a  fascinating  vision  of  a  potentially  independent 
India.  He  thought  it  would  be  time  to  withdraw  from  India  as  soon  as  the 
effects  of  British  rule  led  to  a  nationalist  movement.^ 

The  argument  shifted  in  the  imperialist  era.  The  Indian  Mutiny  shat¬ 
tered  the  accepted  credo;  the  opening  of  the  Suez  Canal  created  even 
stronger  political  and  economic  ties,  but  also  separated  Europeans  and 
Indians  more  and  more.  Added  to  this,  raee-consciousness  and  the  late 
nineteenth-century  sense  of  Empire  produced  a  concept  of  domination 
that  allowed  the  non-European  peoples  their  cultural  and  religious  achieve¬ 
ments  but  did  not  think  them  capable  of  modem  administration,  social 
responsibility  or  political  self-determination.  Great  Britain  s  benevolent 
despotism”  prevented,  it  was  said,  the  foreign  peoples  from  sinking  back 
into  anarchy;  it  performed  positive  and  constructive  tasks,  protected  the 
peasant  masses  from  feudal  exploitation  and  thereby  fulfilled  its  civilizing 
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mission  in  Asia.  Gradually  to  confer  self-government  seemed  inconceiv¬ 
able;  at  most  the  imperialists  eonsidered  giving  the  Indians  a  share  of  local 
government,  appointing  Indian  members  to  the  legislative  councils  and 
allowing  them  limited  entry  into  the  Indian  Civil  Service.  Imperialists 
like  Lord  Curzon  considered  all  these  restrictions  only  natural.®  Even 
Richard  Jebb,  who  had  described  the  growing  self-confidence  in  the  domin¬ 
ions  in  1902,  steadfastly  denied  that  there  was  any  parallel  between  the 
British  colonial  settlements  and  India.^ 

The  anti-British  agitation  provoked  by  Curzon’s  domestic  policy,  added 
to  the  nationalist  emaneipation  movement  led  by  the  Congress  party, 
seemed  to  make  a  change  of  course  necessary  after  the  Liberal  victory  in 
the  1905  elections.  The  result  was  the  Morley-Minto  Reforms  of  1909,® 
which  introduced  communal  representation  in  the  interests  of  the  Mus¬ 
lims,  although  it  was  indireet  and  with  a  high  census;  at  the  same  time 
the  existing  legislative  couneils  obtained  greater  authority,  including 
budget  advisory  capacity.  This  was  the  first  step  towards  representative  and 
parliamentary  government.  But  not  in  the  eyes  of  London.  The  viceroy. 
Lord  Minto,®  and  the  secretary  of  state  for  India,  John  Morley,  a  pupil  of 
John  Stuart  Mill  and  former  colleague  of  Gladstone,  stressed  that  these 
reforms  were  not  intended  to  lead  to  a  parliamentary  form  of  government 
and  protested  that  this  could  not  be  the  goal  of  British  policy  in  India.^ 
They  were  convinced  that  circumstances  in  India  were  not  suitable  for 
transplanting  elements  of  British  representation,  even  though  the  old  lib¬ 
eral  Morley,  who  had  taken  great  interest  in  the  Irish  question,  considered 
the  British  raj  “unnatural”  and  doubted  very  much  whether  it  could  last.® 
The  main  aim  of  the  reforms,  he  thought,  should  be  to  prove  Britain’s 
readiness  to  be  more  conciliatory  and  to  create  bodies  through  which  the 
Indians  could  voice  their  wishes  and  demands  and  thus  prevent  nationalist 
agitation  from  becoming  open  and  content  at  least  the  moderate  wing  of 
the  Congress  party. 

But  was  it  possible  to  call  a  halt  once  the  first  steps  had  been  taken?  It 
was  only  natural  that  even  a  moderate  like  Gokhale,  who  considered  the 
Morley-Minto  Reforms  a  stage  in  the  direction  of  representative  govern¬ 
ment,  should  appeal  to  the  Durham  Report  and  demand  the  gradual  con¬ 
ferment  of  “self-government  within  the  Empire”.®  In  1911  the  Indian 
Government  and  the  liberal  under-seeretary  of  state,  Montagu,  deemed  it 
necessary  to  satisfy  Indian  elaims  for  “a  larger  share  in  the  Government  of 
the  Country”.  They  said  that  bureaucratic  good  government  was  no 
longer  sufficient  and  it  was  time  Britain  decided  on  the  aims  it  was  pur¬ 
suing  in  India.^®  Conservative  reaction  was  sharp,  and  the  secretary  of 
state.  Lord  Crewe,  had  to  forcefully  deny  that  the  government  was  aiming 
at  Home  Rule  for  India.  He  declared  that  any  comparison  between  India 
and  the  dominions  was  irrelevant  and  that  he,  Crewe,  saw  “no  future  for 
India  on  those  lines”.^^  Self-government  in  the  dominions  was  based  on 
British  domination  of  the  inhabitants,  but  India,  with  its  innumerable 
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racial  and  religious  groups,  did  not  possess  the  necessary  conditions  for 
this.  Dominion  status  was  “as  remote  as  any  Atlantis.  ...  We  believe  that 
the  maintenance  and  perpetual  continuance  of  British  rule  in  India  is  the 
best  way  of  securing  the  happiness  of  the  Indian  people”.^^ 

Officially,  Britain  adhered  to  its  “benevolent  despotism”  until  the  First 
World  War  and  had  no  intention  of  declaring  self-government  or  even 
full  dominion  status  the  aim  of  British  policy  in  India.  London  stood  by 
Milner’s  “Two  Empires”,  i.e.  the  theory  that  the  eonstitutional  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  white  dominions  was  not  relevant  to  Asian  territories.^® 

The  emancipation  movements  in  Asia  and  the  growth  of  Indian  nation¬ 
alism  gave  rise  to  some  doubts  about  this  attitude.^^  Surprisingly  enough, 
it  was  Milner’s  “young  men”  from  the  Round  Table  group  who  raised  the 
question  of  whether  Europe  would  have  to  withdraw  gradually  from  Asia. 
In  1912  Sir  James  Meston,  a  member  of  the  Indian  Civil  Service,  disputed 
the  idea  that  India  should  be  permanently  treated  as  a  “subject  country”: 
“Self-government  must  become  one  of  the  ideals  at  which  our  rule  in 
India  is  to  aim.”^®  Philip  Kerr  and  Lionel  Curtis  arrived  at  similar  con¬ 
clusions,  pointing  out — and  this  must  be  noted — that  India  could  be 
represented  in  the  imperial  parliament  they  were  discussing  only  if  it  had 
responsible  government  like  the  dominions:  “If  we  manage  to  create  in 
India  a  self-governing,  responsible  Dominion,  and  if  India,  when  it  is 
responsible  and  self-governing,  elects  to  remain  within  the  British  Empire, 
we  shall  have  solved  the  greatest  difBculty  which  presents  itself  to  the 
world  to-day.”^® 

This  was  a  bold  notion  and  touched  on  a  problem  that  occupied  Britain 
in  the  inter-war  period  and  immediately  before  Indian  independence. 
The  only  hope  of  persuading  India  to  remain  within  the  British  sphere  of 
influence,  i.e.  to  enter  the  Commonwealth,  seemed  to  be  by  conferring 
dominion  status  or  even  independence  before  it  was  too  late.  The  assump¬ 
tion  proved  correct  in  1947.  It  also  shows  how  India  was  gradually  aligned 
with  the  colonial  settlements  and  why  Britain  was  foreed  to  promise  it 
dominion  status.  No  dates  were  set,  and  Britain  still  considered  only  the 
dominion  status  of  pre-1914  days,  which,  in  official  terms,  meant  internal 
autonomy  but  no  control  over  external  affairs.  Yet  it  was  clearly  a  new 
step,  a  transition  towards  the  declaration  of  1917  reforms  of  19^9* 

The  First  World  War  speeded  up  the  process  and  induced  London  to 
make  concessions  which  would  have  hardly  seemed  possible  before.  Britain 
helped  India  industrialize  and  recruited  some  1.3  million  soldiers  and 
workers  who  were  stationed  in  East  Africa,  the  Middle  East  and  the 
Western  European  battlefields.  The  failure  of  the  Indian  troops  in  Meso¬ 
potamia  in  1916  weakened  Britain’s  prestige  and  provoked  sharp  criticism 
of  its  administrative  measures.  Gandhi,  who  led  the  nationalist  movement 
after  the  war,  expected  Britain  to  reward  India  s  aid  to  the  Empire.  The 
Indian  Congress  party  asked  for  a  declaration  from  the  British  about  self- 
government;  otherwise,  it  threatened,  more  radical  groups  would  take  over 
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the  leadership.^^  Moreover,  the  Congress  party  joined  the  Muslim 
League  in  the  Lucknow  Pact  and  made  its  own  constitutional  proposals.^® 

The  government  could  not  ignore  the  new  situation.  Prime  Minister 
Herbert  Henry  Asquith  had  declared  as  early  as  1914  that  “henceforth  In¬ 
dian  questions  would  have  to  be  approached  from  a  diflFerent  angle  of 
vision”/®  and  Viceroy  Llardinge  had  set  out  the  need  for  reforms  in  a 
memorandum  in  August  1915.  The  civil  servants,  he  said,  would  have  to 
apply  themselves  to  the  task  of  preparing  India  for  self-government  as  “the 
true  friend  of  the  Empire  and  not  merely  as  dependent”.^®  When  the 
Round  Table  discussed  the  future  of  India,  Lionel  Curtis  clearly  inter¬ 
preted  self-government  as  responsible  government.  The  new  viceroy, 
Chelmsford,  requested  a  memorandum  from  the  group,  discussed  further 
procedure  with  the  Executive  Committee  and  submitted  his  proposals  to 
the  Secretary  of  State  in  November  1916.  Among  other  things,  he  advised 
Britain  to  issue  a  declaration  to  the  effect  that  India’s  future  lay  in  “a  form 
of  self-government”,  which  did  not  exclude  the  possibility  that  Indian 
institutions  would  differ  from  those  of  the  dominions.  Since  the  con¬ 
servative  Secretary  of  State  for  India,  Austen  Chamberlain,  also  realized 
the  need  for  such  a  declaration,^^  the  cabinet  discussion  was  limited  to  its 
formulation,  to  the  way  in  which  self-government  should  be  circum¬ 
scribed.  Even  Curzon  agreed  to  it,  not  because  he  thought  Britain  ought 
to  be  grateful  to  India,  but  because  England  was  waging  war  under  the 
banner  of  freedom  and  was  sounding  the  call  for  nationhood  and  self- 
determination  everywhere.  The  unrest  inspired  by  the  Russian  Revolution 
had  also  spread  to  India,  he  said,  where  it  was  threatening  to  unleash 
revolutionary  movements.  In  April  1917  the  Imperial  War  Cabinet  decided 
to  allow  India  to  join  the  Imperial  Conference;  but  Secretary  of  State 
Montagu  was  not  able  to  make  his  famous  declaration  until  20  August.  It 
stated  that  the  aim  of  British  policy  in  India,  apart  from  rapidly  giving 
Indians  a  greater  share  in  the  administration,  was  the  “gradual  develop¬ 
ment  of  self-governing  institutions  with  a  view  to  the  progressive  reali¬ 
zation  of  responsible  government  in  India  as  an  integral  part  of  the  British 
Empire” 

The  20  August  declaration  was  the  first  official  statement  of  the  aim  of 
British  rule  in  India  and  the  way  to  reach  this  aim.  What  had  seemed 
quite  inconceivable  some  years  before  had  now  been  forced  upon  Britain 
by  the  war:  since  Britain  had  become  weaker  militarily  and  in  foreign 
affairs,  it  had  to  comply  with  the  demands  for  self-government  and  issue 
a  kind  of  “uncolonialization”  programme  for  India.  London  also  aban¬ 
doned  the  former  thesis  that  parliamentary  government  on  the  British 
model  was  out  of  the  question  for  India.  VVTiat  even  the  liberals  Morley 
and  Crewe  had  considered  impossible  was  now  announced  as  a  pro¬ 
gramme,  for  in  British  terminology  responsible  government  could  mean 
only  a  government  responsible  to  an  elected  parliament.^®  Paradoxically, 
it  was  Lord  Curzon  who  altered  the  general  formula  proposed  by  Mon- 
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tagu,  “ultimate  self-government”,  to  the  more  specifie  “responsible  govern¬ 
ment”.^^ 

Responsible  government  also,  and  above  all,  meant  dominion  status. 
This  was  not  mentioned  in  the  1917  declaration,  and  in  1924  the  home 
minister  in  India,  Malcolm  Hailey,  later  Lord  Hailey  of  the  African  Sur¬ 
vey,  replied  to  a  query  by  saying  that  responsible  government  was  to  be 
interpreted  only  as  a  preliminary  step  towards  dominion  status.^®  Tliis 
thesis  remained  unofficial,  yet  it  aroused  the  suspicions  of  the  Indians.  It 
is  difficult  to  tell  how  the  cabinet  in  1917  understood  the  phrase  “respon¬ 
sible  government  in  India  as  an  integral  part  of  the  British  Empire”,  but 
one  may  assume  that  it  had  no  intention  of  giving  up  its  control  of 
foreign  policy,  defence,  currency,  etc.  In  the  year  1917  Britain  also  decided 
on  the  future  development  of  dominion  status,  which  led  to  the  Balfour 
Declaration  of  1926.  Should  this  development  also  apply  to  India?  Was 
India  really  on  an  equal  footing  with  the  white  dominions? 

Formulas  like  “self-governing  within  the  Empire”  and  “a  sister  nation 
in  the  British  Empire”  were  used. 

In  1919  India  signed  the  Versailles  peace  treaty  as  a  quasi-dominion; 
she  became  an  independent  member  of  the  League  of  Nations  in  1920. 
The  Secretary  for  India,  Montagu,  said  in  the  House  of  Commons  in 
August  1918: 

Could  you  say  that  in  every  other  part  of  the  British  Empire  Self-Govern¬ 
ment  was  right,  but  that  in  India  you  were  going  to  deny  opportunity 
for  access  to  self-government.  ...  We  cannot  devote  more  than  a  century 
to  the  tilling  of  the  soil  and  then  refuse  to  plant  the  seed.  .  . 

This  was  a  strong  reply  to  conservative  critics  in  the  mother  country  and  a 
challenge  to  undertake  serious  reforms.  Montagu  also  tried  to  refute  the 
most  popular  argument  for  a  delimitation  between  the  colonial  settlements 
and  India,  the  thesis  that  dominion  status  applied  only  to  the  inhabitants 
of  British  stock,  by  pointing  out  that 

the  British  Empire  which  includes  the  French  of  Canada  and  the  Dutch 
of  South  Africa — to  go  no  further — cannot  in  any  case  be  based  on  ties  of 
race  alone.  It  must  depend  on  a  common  realization  of  the  ends  for  which 
the  Empire  exists,  the  maintenance  of  peace  and  order  over  wide  spaces 
of  territory,  the  maintenance  of  freedom  and  the  development  of  the  culture 
of  each  nation  entity  of  which  the  Empire  is  composed.  These  are  aims 
which  appeal  to  the  imagination  of  India.  As  self-government  develops 
patriotism  in  India  we  may  hope  to  see  the  growth  of  a  conscious  feeling 
of  organic  unity  with  the  Empire  as  a  whole.^'^ 

This  led  the  way,  it  could  be  said,  to  Alfred  Zimmem’s  theses  (cf.  p.  33) 
and  the  multi-racial  commonwealth.  In  retrospect  these  formulas  may 
seem  rather  vague  and  to  refer  to  a  far  distant  future,  yet  it  would  be  hard 
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to  find  any  parallel  in  French  and  Dutch  colonial  afiairs.  Future  self- 
government  in  Indochina  or  Indonesia  was  never  mentioned  in  the  inter¬ 
war  period!  In  fact,  the  British  Government  was  to  refuse  for  a  long  time 
yet  to  speak  openly  of  dominion  status,  since  this  would  have  barred  the 
way  to  a  settlement  with  the  Congress  party,  Montagu  went  to  India, 
negotiated  with  the  viceroy  and  published  the  “Report  on  Indian  Con¬ 
stitutional  Reforms"  in  the  summer  of  1918.  Lionel  Curtis  of  the  Round 
Table  advised  on  the  constitutional  questions.  This  report  became  the 
basis  of  the  Montagu-Chelmsford  Reforms  of  1919  which,  according  to  the 
preamble,  were  designed  to  be  one  of  those  “progressive  steps"  in  the 
direction  of  self-government.  The  provinces  obtained  wider  franchise  and 
an  elected  majority  of  Indian  representatives,  in  addition  to  responsible 
ministers  in  certain  fields  (education,  local  government,  health  services, 
economic  development)  while  police,  finance,  press,  etc.,  remained  vested 
in  the  governor.  This  curious  separation  of  responsible  government  and 
administration  by  the  government  was  described  by  Curtis  as  a  “dyarchy”. 
Instead  of  the  former  small  council,  two  chambers  elected  by  the  majority 
were  in  the  Centre,  and  three  Indians  entered  the  executive  council  in 
addition  to  four  Britons. 

The  considerations  that  inspired  these  reforms  are  worth  noting.  The 
diflBculties  of  a  parliamentary  regime  in  and  for  India  were  certainly  not 
underestimated,  and  the  report  described  in  detail  the  “communal”  an¬ 
tagonism,  the  illiteracy  of  the  peasants,  the  caste  problem,  etc.  Montagu 
and  Curtis  hoped  to  overcome  these  difficulties  gradually  too.  Curtis  spoke 
of  an  Indian  nation  that  would  one  day  decide  its  own  destiny  and 
accused  the  Europeans  in  India  of  having  lost  contact  with  the  general 
public  and  of  trying  to  interpret  responsible  government  only  in  a  limited 
sense.^®  Starting  from  the  experience  of  the  American  colonies,  he  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Durham  Report  and  proposed  “dyarchy”  as  a  solution  to  the 
unfruitful  and  inevitable  conflict  between  an  elected  parliament  and  an 
immovable  government.  He  said  London  must  have  faith  in  the  Indian 
^lite  and  give  it  real  responsibility,  not  just  the  power  of  criticism.  Natu¬ 
rally,  self-government  for  the  whole  of  India  did  not  come  into  question 
in  1918-1919,  and  the  solution  was  something  of  a  compromise;  but  it 
showed  early  how  concepts  and  attitudes  had  changed.  All  the  reforms 
were  now  meant  as  a  step  towards  self-government  for  India.  This  meant 
that  the  discussion  with  the  Indian  nationalists  and  the  discussion  in 
England  had  finally  boiled  down  to  a  question  of  “timing”  the  “pro¬ 
gressive  steps"  towards  this  goal.  It  was  only  to  be  expected  that  London 
postponed  the  date  to  a  more  or  less  distant  future,  while  the  Indians 
waited  and  demanded  that  Britain  fulfil  its  pledges  promptly. 

At  the  end  of  the  war,  when  the  Allies  spoke  so  firmly  about  granting 
sovereignty  and  democratic  liberties,  Gandhi  hoped  for  very  extensive 
concessions  in  India  and  a  more  generous  reward  for  the  Indian  war 
effort  than  London  actually  offered.  But  in  spite  of  critical  objections. 
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he  did  not  refuse  the  report  of  1918  or  the  reforms  of  1919.  Tlie  Congress 
party  accepted  them  as  temporary  measures  and  reluctantly  agreed  to  col¬ 
laborate.^®  However,  the  Rowlatt  Acts,  which  provided  the  viceroy  with 
legal  means  of  dealing  with  agitators  after  the  withdrawal  of  his  war-time 
powers,  the  riots  this  provoked  in  Punjab,  and  the  bloodbath  of  Amritsar 
and  the  British  reaction  to  it,  unleashed  a  storm  of  protest  in  India  and 
set  the  stage  for  the  rift  between  the  Indian  Government  and  the  Con¬ 
gress  party.  Gandhi  reacted  by  joining  the  Caliphate  Protest  movement 
and  calling  for  non-co-operation,  and  the  Congress  party  sabotaged  the 
provincial  parliaments.  Fiscal  sovereignty  had  been  granted  India  in 
1919-1921,  and  this  had  quickly  led  to  an  increase  in  industrial  output 
in  spite  of  the  currency  manipulations,  and  to  giving  Indians  a  greater 
part  in  the  administration  and  the  army;  but  this  was  no  substitute  for 
the  loss  of 'faith  in  Britain’s  willingness  to  reform  and  negotiate.  The  at¬ 
mosphere  had  been  poisoned  and  the  partners  were  mutually  suspicious. 

Indeed,  the  British  attitude  to  India  was  decidely  ambiguous  after  the 
war.  The  1919  reforms  had  been  accepted  in  Parliament  without  lengthy 
discussion  or  being  put  to  the  vote,  and  in  the  press  noted  experts  on 
Indian  affairs  stressed  that  a  wave  of  nationalism  had  gripped  India  and 
made  concessions  necessary  in  the  matter  of  self-government.®®  Both 
opposition  and  reaction  also  had  their  say.  British  officials  had  agreed  to 
the  1917  declaration,  but  they  refused  the  “dyarchy”  of  1919?  with  not 
unjustified  reference  to  the  difficulties  it  would  produce.  Besides,  they  were 
disinclined  to  surrender  the  powers  of  administration  and  decision-making 
to  the  Indians.  The  Anglo-Indian  Society,  the  organ  of  the  non-civil  serv¬ 
ice  Europeans  in  India,  even  incited  opposition  to  constitutional  reforms. 
The  influential  Lord  Sydenham  (Governor  of  Bombay,  1907-1913)  at¬ 
tacked  the  idea  of  making  concessions  to  the  allegedly  representative  in¬ 
telligentsia  of  the  Congress  party:  “A  government  which  shows  weakness 
is  doomed.”®^ 

General  Dyer,  who  was  responsible  for  Amritsar,  was  dismissed  from 
his  post,  but  the  Europeans  in  India,  a  portion  of  the  London  press  and 
numerous  members  of  Parliament  thought  his  actions  justified  and  openly 
expressed  their  sympathy.  This  racist  and  imperialist  reaction  on  the  part 
of  the  British  public  may  be  explained  psychologically  and  was  only 
temporary;  yet  it  profoundly  affected  a  man  like  Gandhi  and  fed  anti- 
British  feelings.  Montagu,  the  liberal  Secretary  of  State  for  India,  was  also 
forced  to  resign.®^  A  publication  by  the  Anglo-Indian  Society  contained 
a  number  of  references  to  Montagu’s  Jewish  origins  and  said  that  Dyer 
had  prevented  a  general  insurrection  in  India,  whereas  the  government 
and  the  viceroy  had  given  in  instead  of  forcefully  intervening  against 
Tilak  and  Gandhi.®®  In  the  House  of  Lords  Lord  Curzon  asked  for 
severe  repressive  measures.®^  An  imperialist  book,  published  under  the 
typical  title  The  Lost  Dominion,  brilliantly  and  sarcastically  described  the 
path  to  the  “dissolution”  of  the  Empire:  it  was  a  result  of  liberal  prin- 
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ciples  and  the  loss  of  the  will  to  power  and  dominion;  instead  of  increas¬ 
ing  its  social  efhciency  by  a  policy  of  “constructive  repression”,  Britain 
had  irresponsibly  surrendered  its  power  to  the  nationalists  and  betrayed 
the  Indian  masses.  If  the  future  proved  favourable  to  England  and  India, 
“we  will  be  called  wise,  if  not,  cowards”.®®  Montagu’s  successor,  Birken¬ 
head,  referred  to  this  book  in  the  House  of  Lords: 

I  am  not  able  in  any  foreseeable  future  to  discern  a  moment  when  we 
may  safely,  either  to  ourselves  or  India,  abandon  our  trust.  There  is,  my 
Lord,  no  “lost  Dominion”,  there  will  be  no  “lost  Dominion”  until  that 
moment,  if  ever  it  comes  [!]  when  the  whole  British  Empire,  with  all 
that  it  means  for  civilisation,  is  splintered  in  doom.^® 

Because  of  its  insurmountable  “communal”  problems,  India,  he  said,  was 
not  capable  of  self-government.  His  was  the  position  of  a  diehard  who 
could  not  officially  disavow  the  declaration  of  1917  but  personally  con¬ 
sidered  it  ridiculous  and,  convinced  of  the  inferiority  of  the  Indian  race, 
did  not  want  to  surrender  the  instruments  of  power.®^ 

Paradoxically,  it  was  Lord  Birkenhead  who  appointed  Lord  Irwin,  later 
Lord  Halifax  and  British  foreign  minister,  viceroy  late  in  1925.  In  1927  he 
prematurely  sent  for  the  commission  of  enquiry  into  Indian  constitutional 
problems  which  had  been  provided  for  in  the  Act  of  1919.  His  Oxford 
friend.  Sir  John  Simon,  was  chairman.®®  Birkenhead  took  this  step  with 
the  tactical  aim  of  preventing  a  future  Labour  government  from  coming 
into  office  by  setting  up  an  early  commission  for  India.®®  The  Simon  Com¬ 
mission,  with  Clement  Attlee  representing  the  Labour  party,  was  sabotaged 
by  the  Indians  because  they  were  excluded  from  it.^®  \\hien  the  com¬ 
mission  presented  its  report  in  June  1930,  it  did  not  mention  dominion 
status  or  speak  of  responsible  government  in  the  Centre.  In  the  mean¬ 
time,  the  Labour  party  had  come  into  office;  for  years  it  had  been  urging 
self-government  for  India,  but  since  it  had  to  count  on  the  support  of  the 
Liberals,  it  renounced  independent  action  in  favour  of  a  supra-party  In¬ 
dian  policy.  The  reformer  Lord  Irwin  conformed  to  Labour’s  expectations 
and  ideas.  Irwin  wanted  to  make  contact  with  the  Congress  party  and 
Gandhi  and  to  create  a  basis  of  trust  for  negotiating.  Backed  by  the 
Labour  government,  he  was  able  to  issue  a  new,  important  declaration 
on  31  October  1929:  “I  am  authorized  on  behalf  of  HMG  to  state 
clearly  that  in  their  judgment  it  is  implicit  in  the  declaration  of  1917  that 
the  natural  issue  of  India’s  constitutional  progress,  as  there  contemplated, 
is  the  attainment  of  Dominion  status.”^^ 

By  this  pronouncement  London  went  even  further  than  the  1917  dec¬ 
laration  and  managed  to  break  the  taboo  which  had  hitherto  surrounded 
the  notion  of  dominion  status  for  India.  Thenceforth  it  was  no  longer  pos¬ 
sible  to  interpret  responsible  government  and  self-government  as  mean¬ 
ing  anything  else.  Moreover,  since  the  Balfour  Declaration,  dominion 
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status  had  also  included  control  of  foreign  affairs  and  defence;  in  fact  it 
practically  meant  independence  and  went  beyond  what  liberals  such  as 
Montagu  had  wanted  to  eoncede  during  and  immediately  after  the  First 
World  War.  Irwin  accepted  the  idea  of  granting  India  equal  status  with 
the  white  dominions  because  he  realized  that  any  attempt  to  propose  a 
special  status  for  India  would  fail  and  render  negotiations  with  the  Con¬ 
gress  party  impossible.^^  Tlie  declaration  was  well  reeeived  in  India;  the 
historian  Gopal  speaks  of  a  “revival  of  trust”.  Even  Gandhi  seems  to 
have  been  ready  to  make  coneessions.^®  The  Indians  did,  however,  make 
the  eondition  that  negotiations  on  dominion  status  should  begin  at  once, 
possibly  with  the  fixing  of  a  time  limit.  In  the  Nehru  Report,  which 
contained  a  practical  draft  for  the  constitution,  the  Gongress  party  de- 
seribed  dominion  status  as  “the  next,  immediate  step”;  then,  under  pres¬ 
sure  from  the  left  wing,  it  accepted  the  Independence  Resolution  of  31 
December  1929.  Swaraj  was  heneeforth  to  signify  not  only  self-govern¬ 
ment  but  independence  and  a  break  with  the  Empire  and  Gommon- 
wealth.  In  spring  1930  Gandhi  opened  a  new  eampaign  of  civil  dis¬ 
obedience  and  was  arrested  in  May. 

So  the  first  Round  Table  eonference  was  not  attended  by  the  Gon¬ 
gress  party.  However,  Lord  Irwin  later  managed  to  persuade  Gandhi 
to  come  to  an  agreement  (5  May  1931).  As  a  result,  prisoners  were  freed 
and  Gandhi  called  off  civil  disobedience  and  took  part  in  the  second 
Round  Table  conference  in  September.  But  no  agreement  was  reached  in 
London.  When  the  Congress  began  a  new  eampaign  in  January  1932,  Sir 
Samuel  Hoare,  minister  for  India,  and  the  new  viceroy.  Lord  Willingdon, 
took  active  steps:  tens  of  thousands  of  Indians  were  arrested,  including 
Gandhi  and  Nehru.  Willingdon  eonfirmed  the  Irwin  declaration  but 
added  that  dominion  status  lay  far  in  the  future.  The  efforts  of  Irwin  and 
the  Labour  government  to  persuade  India  to  enter  into  negotiations 
were  no  longer  seriously  pursued  by  the  new  eoalition  government  which, 
under  pressure  from  the  Conservatives,  hoped  to  get  by  with  dictated 
reforms.  In  August  1932,  the  government  announced  the  so-called 
“Communal  Award”,  the  painstakingly  achieved  right  of  representation 
for  minority  groups,  and  in  March  1933  it  published  the  White  Paper 
on  planned  constitutional  reforms,  which  were  then  debated  by  a  Joint 
Select  Committee.  The  Minister  for  India,  Sir  Samuel  Hoare,  supported 
by  R.  A.  Butler  and  Malcolm  Hailey,  had  to  face  a  storm  of  criticism.^'^ 
The  committee’s  report  in  November  1934  became  the  basis  of  India  s  new 
constitution  and  was  passed  by  Parliament  on  5  June  1935  by  386  votes 
against  122,  in  spite  of  renewed  violent  debate  and  the  objections  of  both 
the  diehards  and  the  Labour  party.  Its  content  is  known:  in  the  provinces 
the  dyarchy  was  to  be  replaced  by  responsible  governments,  while  in  the 
Centre  a  federation  was  to  be  formed  between  British  India  and  the 
princely  states,  with  a  government  in  the  manner  of  a  dyarchy.  The 
“reserved”  subjeets  and  additional  emergency  safeguards  remained  vested 
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in  the  viceroy.  But  we  are  less  interested  here  in  these  much  described 
events  than  in  the  attitudes  and  arguments  of  the  parties,  with  particular 
reference  to  the  question  of  dominion  status. 

Irwin’s  declaration  on  31  October  1929  had  provoked  violent  protest  on 
the  part  of  the  diehards.^®  They  saw  it  as  a  disavowal  of  the  Simon  Com¬ 
mission  and  a  concession  by  the  Labour  government  to  the  Indian  na¬ 
tionalists  who  were  being  promised,  in  the  name  of  a  new  policy, 
dominion  status  as  a  basis  for  negotiations.  This  must  be  prevented.  The 
Labour  party  speakers  thereupon  had  to  assert  that  the  government  was  not 
in  fact  planning  a  change  of  policy  and  that  the  declaration  was  merely  a 
repetition  of  that  of  1917  and  a  preamble  to  that  of  1919.  Within  the 
Conservative  party,  Winston  Churchill  took  over  the  leadership  of  the 
diehards,  with  the  assistance  of  the  former  ministers  for  India,  Lords 
Reading  and  Birkenhead;  the  influential  party  leaders.  Lord  Salisbury 
and  Austen  Chamberlain;  the  former  high  commissioner  of  Egypt,  Lord 
Lloyd,  and  the  former  governor  of  Kenya,  Sir  Edward  Grigg,  besides 
Lloyd  George,  the  press  magnates  Beaverbrook  and  Rothermere  and,  last 
but  not  least,  the  Lancashire  cotton  industry.  As  early  as  mid- 19  30,  an 
Indian  Empire  Society  came  into  being,  whose  members  included  many 
former  Indian  civil  servants.  The  diehards  were  strongly  represented  in  the 
Conservative  party’s  India  committee  and  were  able  to  exert  pressure 
on  the  party  leaders  (as  in  the  case  of  the  inter-party  discussion  on  the 
Rhodesian  Federation  in  i960;  cf.  p.  230).  Stanley  Baldwin  managed  to 
assert  his  leadership  of  the  party,  but  was  anxious  to  make  concessions 
to  the  right  wing  and  tried  to  strengthen  the  “safeguards”  in  the  draft 
of  the  constitution.^® 

The  conservative  Irwin  found  support  among  the  Labour  party,  as  well 
as  from  Baldwin,^^  Geoffrey  Dawson,  chief  editor  of  The  Times  who  was 
a  former  member  of  Milner’s  “kindergarten”  and  therefore  very  interested 
in  India,^®  and  L.  S.  Amery  and  Philip  Kerr,^®  to  mention  only  a  few.  He 
also  gained  the  support  of  the  Economist  and  the  Spectator.  They  were  all 
convinced  that  the  diehard  point  of  view  was  an  anachronism  and 
they  saw  the  need  to  reach  a  settlement  in  India.  The  unrest  in  Asia  and 
the  increasingly  radical  Indian  nationalist  movement  could  no  longer  be 
dismissed,  they  thought,  especially  since  Great  Britain  was  very  busy  with 
its  own  economic  crisis  and  could  not  risk  getting  involved  in  a  policy  of 
repression  which  might  lead  to  military  engagement.  The  British  public 
might  still  have  accepted  such  a  policy  before  1914,  but  in  the  inter-war 
period  it  no  longer  met  with  approval.  These  men  realized  that  peace 
and  order  also  had  to  be  enforced  by  the  police,  but  at  the  same  time 
they  sought  a  compromise  solution  in  the  form  of  a  constitution  which 
was  guaranteed  by  Britain  yet  coincided  far  enough  with  Indian  wishes 
for  the  situation  to  calm  itself.  “Rightly  or  wrongly  we  have  done  with 
the  old  India;  there’s  a  new  one  afoot  and  we  must  make  the  best  of  it”, 
wrote  Baldwin,  discussing  the  general  situation.®®  Similarly,  the  Spectator 
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demanded  a  “new  mental  outlook”®^  and  the  Economist  turned  against 
Churchill  to  proclaim  the  end  of  the  Empire  in  India 

It  was  not  possible  to  call  a  sudden  halt  on  the  road  to  paraliamentary 
institutions.  Samuel  Hoare  said: 

I  do  maintain  that  the  old  system  of  paternal  government,  great  as  have 
been  its  achievements  on  behalf  of  the  Indian  masses  in  the  past,  is  no 
longer  sufficient.  However  good  it  has  been,  it  cannot  survive  a  century 
of  Western  education,  a  long  period  of  free  speech  and  of  free  press  and 
our  own  deliberate  policy  of  developing  Parliamentary  Government.®^ 

The  dyarchy  only  partly  came  up  to  expectation.  Since  reforms  could  not 
consist  of  retracting  concessions,  wider  responsibility  would  have  to  be 
granted  in  -order  to  overcome  the  resistance  of  the  Congress  party  and 
persuade  it  to  collaborate.®^  The  reforms  in  the  provinces  to  which  the 
diehards  wanted  to  restrict  themselves  were  not  enough;  if  India  was  not 
to  fall  apart  and  to  obtain  self-government  one  day,  active  steps  had  to  be 
taken  with  a  view  to  federation  and  responsible  government.  Perhaps 
dominion  status  still  lay  in  the  distant  future,  but  any  thoughts  of  giving 
India  a  lower  status  than  the  white  dominions  would  be  unrealistic. 
Stanley  Baldwin  put  this  well: 

Nobody  knows  what  Dominion  status  will  be  when  India  has  responsible 
government,  whether  that  date  be  near  or  distant,  but  surely  no  one 
dreams  of  a  self-governing  India  with  an  inferior  status.  No  Indian  would 
dream  of  an  India  with  an  inferior  status,  nor  can  we  wish  that  India 
should  be  content  with  an  inferior  status,  because  that  would  mean 
that  we  had  failed  in  our  work  in  India.  .  .  .  Our  work  must  be  done  in 
faith  but  let  us  build  for  the  generations  [!]  to  eome,  there  are  men  who 
will  be  putting  the  coping  stone  upon  this  building,  they  may,  haply,  not 
be  forgetful  of  those  of  us  who  build  in  faith  among  the  foundations.®® 

Only  thus,  on  the  basis  of  “equality”,  was  there  any  real  hope  that  India 
would  elect  to  remain  within  the  Commonwealth.  The  diehards,  by  their 
obstinacy,  were  destroying  the  foundations  of  trust  and  risking  a  definitive 
break: 

If  our  Empire  today  is  loyal,  as  it  is,  it  is  largely  because  we  have  con¬ 
ceded  with  good  judgment  and  in  good  time,  the  reasonable  claims  of 
the  units  of  that  Empire  gradually  to  become  the  controllers  of  their 
own  affairs.  The  principle  applied  elsewhere  equally  applies  to  India 
let  us  welcome  into  our  Commonwealth  of  Nations  the  Indian 
people.  ®® 

Theoretically  at  least,  this  meant  the  completion  and  acceptance  of  the 
transition  to  a  multi-racial  Commonwealth.  But  the  intensity  of  Indian 
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nationalism  and  the  central  position  of  the  Congress  party  were  under¬ 
estimated,  although  Lord  Irwin  had  expressly  warned  against  this  kind  of 
deception.®'^  For  instance,  people  spoke  of  a  mere  Hindu  reaction,®®  or 
declared  that  only  a  minority  supported  the  radical  course  and  they  were 
not  representative  of  the  Indian  61ite.  Gandhi’s  attitude  was  hard  to 
understand  and  several  times  the  non-co-operation  movement  was  de¬ 
clared  bankrupt:  was  Gandhi  an  anachronistic  ascetic,  an  agitator  without 
substance  or  perhaps  a  cunning  politician  not  to  be  trusted?®®  The  Con¬ 
gress  members  seemed  “lawless”,  conceited  and  unconcerned  with  the 
well-being  of  the  Indian  masses,  whereas  the  moderate  nationalists  and 
liberals  seemed  “practical  patriots”;  of  course  the  dominant  power,  Britain, 
was  doing  the  marking  here  and  deciding  what  counted  as  genuine  In¬ 
dian  patriotism.  In  this  manner  it  could  maintain  the  illusion  of  “co¬ 
operation”  with  the  Indians  and  did  not  have  to  admit  the  failure  of 
what  was  originally  intended  to  be  a  policy  of  reform.  This  also  explains 
the  conciliatory  attitude  of  The  Times. 

There  were  two  major  queries  under  discussion  at  the  Round  Table 
conferences:  the  position  of  the  racial,  religious  and  social  minority 
groups,  and  the  role  of  the  princes.  Gandhi  and  the  Congress  party, 
alleging  they  spoke  for  the  overwhelming  majority  of  Indians,  were  reluc¬ 
tant  to  discuss  “communal  representation”.  Meanwhile,  London  referred 
to  its  trust  for  the  different  communities,  feared  internal  strife  and 
demanded  a  prior  settlement  as  a  condition  sine  qua  non.  This  attitude 
was  understandable  in  the  case  of  the  Muslim  League;  but  the  traditional 
image  of  a  divided  India  whose  bellicose  communities  had  no  communal 
sense  of  nationhood  overemphasized  the  role  of  the  non-Hindus,  particu¬ 
larly  the  Muslims,  and  paid  overmuch  attention  to  certain  social  groups 
such  as  the  untouchables  and  the  property  owners,  which  made  it  easy 
to  prevent  the  Congress  party  from  obtaining  a  majority  in  future  parlia¬ 
ments  and  to  deny  their  claim  for  representation.  The  second  Round 
Table  conference  came  to  grief  primarily  over  this  question.  The  Congress 
naturally  accused  London  of  attempting  to  divide  and  rule  and  with  dis¬ 
honesty.  The  same  applied  to  the  question  of  the  princes.  London  felt 
responsible  on  their  behalf  and  tied  to  old  agreements  and  thought  there 
were  but  few  ways  of  getting  them  to  enter  the  federation.  For  their  part 
the  princes  promised,  in  the  interests  of  their  autocratic  rule,  to  back 
London  against  the  Congress  party.  Conservative  opinion  therefore  ex¬ 
pressed  considerable  sympathy  with  the  princes,  and  the  diehards  managed 
to  make  use  of  this.  TTie  political  department  of  the  British  India  Govern¬ 
ment  supported  the  princes,®®  although  the  minister  for  India,  Hoare, 
and  even  King  George  V,  were  irritated  by  the  stubbornness  with  which 
they  defended  their  special  interests.®^  The  constitution  gave  quite  a 
large  advantage  to  the  princes  and  this  was  one  reason  for  the  Gongress 
party  s  dissatisfaction  with  it.  The  Gongress  aimed  at  full  responsible 
government  in  the  Gentre  and  objected  to  the  many  “safeguards”,  espe- 
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cially  since  dominion  status  was  not  mentioned  and  the  diehards  were 
obstinately  resisting  it. 

In  fact  the  diehards  were  thinking  in  different  terms  and  were  not 
interested  in  whether  or  not  India  believed  in  Britain’s  willingness  to 
reform  and  make  concessions.  This  is  evident  in  Sir  Reginald  Craddock’s 
The  Dilemma  in  India  in  1929.  Craddock  had  served  in  the  Indian  Civil 
Service  for  forty  years,  been  governor  of  several  provinces  and  a  member  of 
the  Executive  Council  and  also  belonged  to  the  Joint  Select  Committee. 
He  is  t}'pical  of  the  reactionary  conservative  attitude  of  retired  ICS  of¬ 
ficials,  who  exerted  a  considerable  influence  within  and  without  the  Con¬ 
servative  party.  In  fact,  as  early  as  1910  the  conservative  Viceroy  Lord 
Minto  had  refused  to  qualify  them  as  “experts”®^  because  they  were  no 
longer  in  touch  with  the  realities  of  life  in  India  and,  turned  towards  the 
past,  still  urged  “benevolent  despotism”.  Craddock  brings  up  a  favourite 
argument  in  his  foreword:  “With  whom  should  we  sympathize  most?  With 
the  millions  who  are  poor  and  helpless  or  with  the  few  who  have  always 
exploited  them?”®®  His  “few”  are  by  no  means  the  autocratic  princes  or 
the  rich  landowners;  they  are  the  politicians  of  the  Congress  party,  with 
whom  London  was  negotiating,  although  they  had  no  legitimate  claim  as 
the  voice  of  the  Indian  people.  The  people  only  wanted  peace  and  the 
law  and  order  guaranteed  by  Great  Britain.  Craddock  also  attacked,  with 
some  right,  the  parliamentary  oflicials  and  business  circles  with  their 
scanty  knowledge  of  India  and  their  tendency  to  overlook  facts  and  to 
worship  phrases”.  It  was  ridiculous,  he  said,  to  speak  of  an  Indian 
Nation  (a  favourite  argument  of  the  diehards)  that  had  never  existed 
and  perhaps  never  would  exist;  accordingly  he  gives  a  detailed  description 
of  the  religious  antagonism,  the  caste  system,  the  poverty  and  illiteracy 
in  India. 

Craddock  judged  British  policy  since  1917  severely.  Since  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  Montagu  as  Minister  for  India,  Great  Britain,  he  thought, 
had  let  more  and  more  concessions  be  drawn  from  it,  which  only  pro¬ 
voked  new  demands  and  would  not  restore  peace  in  India.  Tlie  1919 
reforms  had  proved  a  complete  failure;  confusion  reigned  in  the  pro¬ 
vincial  assemblies;  the  position  of  the  district  officers  was  undermined  and 
the  administrative  standard  was  threatened;  money  was  being  wasted  and 
the  government  was  “perpetually  humiliated”.  Craddock  quoted  memo¬ 
randums  of  the  Indian  Board  of  Trade  and  the  “European  Association” 
that  showed  the  need  for  reinforcing  government  control  and  warned 
against  handing  over  the  police  to  Indian  ministers.®^  It  was  ridiculous 
to  speak  of  self-determination,®®  he  said,  and  responsible  government  in 
no  way  meant  full  dominion  status,  at  least  not  that  of  1926.®®  As  an 
alternative  Craddock  proposed  an  “Indo-British  Dominion  ...  a  task 
committed  to  our  nation  by  a  Divine  Providence  .  He  suggested  ad¬ 
visory  councils  and  official  majorities  and  governments  with  European 
and  Indian  ministers.  In  the  Centre,  there  was  to  be  a  durbar  with 
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princes,  former  ministers,  large  landowners,  judges  and  former  officials.®'^ 
It  is  unnecessary  to  stress  the  conservative  and  even  reactionary  nature 
of  these  ideas:  they  represent  the  attitude  of  a  retired  Indian  civil 
servant  who  looks  back  proudly  on  his  own  career,  convinced  of  the 
superiority  of  Western  civilization  and  British  administration  and  now 
feels  challenged  by  the  anti-British  nationalist  agitation.®® 

The  reluetance  of  the  diehards  and  old-school  imperialists  to  acknowl¬ 
edge  India’s  right  to  dominion  status  explains  their  protest  at  Irwin’s 
declaration  of  October  1929.  As  Minister  for  India  in  1928,  Birken¬ 
head  had  criticized  Viceroy  Irwin  for  treating  Motilal  Nehru  and  S. 
Jyengar  as  guests  of  the  government  on  the  oecasion  of  a  visit  to  the 
north-west  province: 

Both  of  these  politicians  publicly  advocate  complete  separation  from 
Great  Britain  as  India’s  ultimate  goal.  To  receive  advocates  of  this  policy 
as  guests  of  Government  cannot  fail  to  give  it  a  sort  of  recognition  as  a 
legitimate  policy  to  pursue.  This,  in  my  opinion,  it  is  not.  You  will 
remember  that  in  dealing  with  the  question  of  the  Indianisation  of  the 
Indian  army,  HMG  were  averse  from  using  the  phrase  “Dominion  status” 
to  describe  even  the  ultimate  and  remote  goal  of  Indian  political  de¬ 
velopment  because  it  has  been  laid  down  that  Dominion  Status  means 
“the  right  to  decide  their  own  destinies”.  And  this  right  we  were  not 
prepared  to  accord  to  India  at  present,  or  in  any  way  to  prejudge  the 
question  whether  it  should  ever  [!]  be  accorded.®® 

Birkenhead’s  statement  shows  the  difference  of  opinion  between  the 
Labour  party  and  the  Conservative  party,  and  even  within  the  Conserva¬ 
tive  party,  between  the  Minister  for  India  and  the  viceroy.  By  his  concil¬ 
iatory  attitude  towards  the  Congress  leaders,  as  shown  in  the  visit  to  the 
border  province,  by  his  declaration  of  October  1929  and  by  his  attempt 
to  reopen  negotiations  with  Gandhi,  Lord  Irwin  wanted  to  create  a  basis 
for  negotiations  and,  if  at  all  possible,  a  kind  of  compromise  in  the 
constitutional  question.  The  diehard  Lord  Birkenhead,  on  the  other  hand, 
was  distant  from  if  not  hostile  to  the  Congress  leaders,  did  not  want  to 
anticipate  the  future,  and  by  the  word  “ever”  intimated  that  he  was  not 
really  willing  to  accept  dominion  status  as  the  goal  of  British  policy  in 
India.  Birkenhead  again  gave  unmistakable  expression  to  this  view  in  the 
discussion  on  the  Irwin  declaration: 


...  I  have  only  this  observation  to  make  after  considerable  study  of  these 
problems.  No  man  who  has  or  who  ought  to  retain  a  character  for  sanity  or 
responsibility  can  assign  any  proximate  period  to  the  date  at  which  you 
can  conceive  of  India  becoming  of  Dominion  status.  We  are  not  dealing 
with  the  case  of  a  daughter  nation  of  our  own  creed  and  of  our  own 
blood.  We  are  dealing  with  a  case  of  a  vast  multiplication  of  races,  of 
languages,  of  religions.  Even  in  the  case  of  the  younger  daughter  com- 
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munities  the  process  of  development  was  a  slow  and  gradual  one.  No  man 
has  a  right  to  indicate  to  the  Indian  people  that  they  are  likely  in  any 
near  period  to  attain  to  Dominion  status  who  does  not  believe  that  within 
a  near  period  they  will  be  capable  of  assuming  the  same  degree  of  control 
over  their  Army,  Navy,  and  Civil  Service  that  is  assumed  by  the  self- 
governing  Dominions  today.  What  man  in  this  house  can  say  that  he  can 
see  in  a  generation,  in  two  generations,  in  a  hundred  years  any  prospect 
that  the  people  of  India  will  be  in  position  to  assume  control  of  the  Army, 
the  Navy,  the  Civil  Service,  and  to  have  a  Governor-General  who  will  be 
responsible  to  the  Indian  Government  and  not  to  any  authority  in  this 
country  .  .  . 

Opponents  of  the  October  declaration  continued  to  stress  the  alleged 
vagueness  of  tlie  term  “dominion”  and  to  declare  that  the  conferment  of 
equal  status  with  the  white  dominions  would  be  impossible.  Lord  Crewe, 
for  example,  believed  that  the  “ultimate  stage  of  things  in  India”  should 
not  go  beyond  internal  autonomy  with  as  little  interference  as  possible 
from  London;  one  of  his  arguments,  typically,  was  the  existence  of  the 
princely  states.’^^  Winston  Churchill  tried  to  establish  a  subtle  distinction 
between  dominion  status  and  dominion  rights;  he  said  the  former  had 
been  granted  India  in  the  world  war  but  not  the  latter;  and  the  leader 
of  the  diehards  let  it  be  known  that  he  did  not  intend  to  grant  it  in  the 
future  either.'^2  ah  the  diehards’  not  unjustified  references  to  the  different 
conditions  obtaining  in  India  and  the  difficulties  of  transplanting  British 
institutions  cannot  conceal  the  fact  that  they  were  chiefly  concerned  with 
maintaining  imperial  rule  and  postponing  self-government  ad  calendas 
Graecas. 

Winston  Churchill  was  particularly  anxious  about  Great  Britain’s  im¬ 
perial  positions.  During  these  years  he  fought  an  untiring  battle  in  the 
party,  in  Parliament  and  in  public  against  British  India  policy,  exposing 
with  brilliant  polemics  the  difficulties  involved  in  reform  and  the  contra¬ 
dictions  in  the  official  statements;  he  also  distorted  the  facts  and  did 
not  shrink  from  personal  attacks.  Yet  he  was  unable  to  offer  any  alterna¬ 
tive  except  a  defence  of  the  status  quo.  In  his  opinion,  the  Congress  party 
was  an  extremely  dangerous  organization  of  agitators  and  rebels  led  by 
the  “half-naked  fakir,  Gandhi”;  they  were  untmstworthy  and  one  should 
not  negotiate  with  them.  Churchill  also  declared  himself  a  protector  of  the 
Indian  masses  who,  he  said,  must  not  be  surrendered  to  economic  and 
political  suppression  by  what  he  called  the  non-representative  minority. 
The  decision  about  the  date  for  the  institution  reforms  lay  in  the  hands  of 
the  British  Parliament  alone.  Referring  to  the  Simon  Report,  Churchill 
wanted  to  concede  no  more  than  extended  autonomy  in  the  provinces; 
federation  and  responsible  government  in  the  Centre  seemed  “premature  . 
The  promises  contained  in  the  White  Paper  and  the  constitution  would  in 
foreseeable  time  lead  to  withdrawal  and  ultimately  the  end  of  British 
rule  in  India.'^^  jhere  was  no  point  in  even  mentioning  dominion 
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status,  which  since  1926  implicitly  meant  the  right  to  total  secession. 
Consequently  Churchill  stuck  firmly  to  “benevolent  despotism”,  citing 
its  paternalistic  achievements:  “Our  rule  in  India  is  as  it  were  a  sheet 
of  oil  spread  over  and  keeping  free  from  storms  a  vast  and  profound 
ocean  of  humanity”^^;  British  rule  was  “incomparably  the  best  Govern¬ 
ment  that  India  has  ever  seen  or  ever  will  see”.^®  Churchill  acknowledged 
no  Indian  right  to  self-government,  even  as  an  “ultimate  goal”,  and  went 
so  far  as  to  state  that  the  British  were  no  more  aliens  in  India  than  the 
Muslims  or  Hindus  and  therefore  had  a  legitimate  right  to  keep  to  their 
intention  of  staying^® 

Many  diehards  who  had  been  members  of  the  ICS  or  provincial  gover¬ 
nors  or  had  held  office  in  the  Indian  ministry  may  honestly  have  been 
concerned  with  Britain’s  constructive  efforts.  But  Churchill  was  less  in¬ 
terested  in  India  and  its  inhabitants  than  in  not  losing  or  surrendering  the 
“brightest  jewel  in  the  British  Crown”,  since  India  for  him  was  “the 
touchstone  of  our  fortunes  in  the  present  difficult  time”.'^'^  Withdrawal 
from  India  would  mean  far  more  than  the  end  of  British  prestige  in 
Asia,  it  “would  mark  and  consummate  the  downfall  of  the  British  Empire. 
The  great  organism  would  pass  at  a  stroke  out  of  life  into  history.  From 
such  a  catastrophe  there  would  be  no  recovery”.'^®  The  question,  as  he  saw 
it,  was  whether  Britain  wanted  to  remain  a  world  power,  or  whether  by 
what  he  considered  unnecessary  measures  it  would  sanction  its  own  decline 
into  a  “minor  power”.  His  resistance  to  the  European  policy  of  appease¬ 
ment  was  in  a  sense  preceded  by  his  resistance  to  the  policy  of  appease¬ 
ment  in  India!  Churchill  was  an  imperialist  in  the  Indian  question,  but, 
paradoxically  enough,  it  was  in  the  spirit  of  “Little  England”.  Unlike 
Milner  and  his  school,  he  did  not  start  out  from  a  sense  of  Empire 
which  reached  its  fulfilment  in  the  Commonwealth,  but  from  concern 
for  the  mother  country  whose  economic  and  political  power  resided  in  its 
authority  over  the  Empire.  He  was  convinced  that  Indian  nationalism 
could  be  held  back  with  repressive  measures,  “if  only  England  so  wished”. 
He  refused  to  admit  any  internal  threat  to  British  rule  and  made  no 
attempt  to  make  timely  concessions  in  order  to  avoid  the  possibility  of 
bloody  conflicts  or  to  create  the  necessary  conditions  for  India  to  remain 
within  a  multi-racial  Commonwealth. 

The  Labour  party,  on  the  other  hand,  declared  in  a  resolution  of  the 
1918  party  conference:  “Home  Rule  for  India  .  .  .  equally  along  with 
South  Africa,  Australia  and  other  British  Dominions”.'^®  In  1920  the  party 
conference  demanded  recognition  of  the  right  to  self-determination,  ex¬ 
pressing  the  hope,  however,  that  the  independent  peoples  would  ask  to 
remain  in  the  Commonwealth;  but  this  was  their  own  affair.®®  In  order  to 
distinguish  itself  from  the  Liberals  and  Conservatives  the  Labour  party 
initially  took  a  definite  anti-imperialist  stand  and  seemed  to  support 
early  liquidation  of  the  Empire.  In  the  following  years,  however,  it 
changed  course;  it  too  now  advocated  self-government  in  stages  and  post- 


GREAT  BRITAIN 


75 

poned  the  grant  of  dominion  status  to  “the  earliest  possible  moment”.®^ 
Although  the  Labour  party  still  maintained  India’s  right  to  self-determina¬ 
tion,  the  new  aim  was  “full  responsible  government  within  the  Empire”, 
which  meant  that  from  1929  on  its  proposals  lagged  behind  the  Congress 
party  demands. 

The  Labour  party  accepted  the  1919  reforms  as  a  step  in  the  right 
direction;  but  understandably  did  not  hesitate  to  express  its  own  wishes, 
urging  wider  franchise,  responsible  governments  in  the  provinces  and 
Indian  participation  in  the  Centre.®-  Naturally  it  had  rejected  the  Rowlatt 
Bill  and  strongly  opposed  the  conduct  of  Dyer  and  the  Indian  adminis¬ 
tration  in  the  Amritsar  affair.®®  In  subsequent  years  it  also  opposed  all 
repressive  measures  and  sternly  criticized  the  administration's  treatment 
of  the  unions,  the  policy  of  the  press,  etc.  In  fact,  however,  the  India 
policy  of  the  first  Labour  government  in  1924  hardly  differed  from  that 
of  the  Conservatives;  the  party  had  little  mobility  in  Parliament  and  did 
not  consider  India  capable  of  self-government  yet.  Sydney  Olivier, 
Secretary  of  State  for  India,  privately  made  mock  of  the  Congress  party 
leaders®^  and  even  the  left-wing  Harold  Laski  decided  that  “there  is 
nothing  near  the  necessary  degree  of  moral  unity  in  India  to  enable  us 
to  withdraw”.®®  Tlie  party  criticized  the  Simon  Commission  because  it 
had  no  Indian  members,  yet  took  part  in  it  with  Attlee.  In  the  Common¬ 
wealth  Labour  Conference  on  2  July  1928  MacDonald  expressed  the 
hope  that  a  new  dominion  would  soon  come  into  being;  but  as  prime 
minister  of  the  second  Labour  government,  he  limited  himself  to  sup¬ 
porting  Lord  Irwin.  This  second  government  thus  made  possible  the 
declaration  of  31  October  1929,  backed  the  Irwin-Gandhi  agreement, 
and  tried  to  create  a  favourable  atmosphere  for  the  first  Round  Table 
conference.®®  But  it  developed  no  intitiatives  of  its  own. 

No  wonder  then,  that  the  party  leadership  was  criticized  by  outsiders 
like  Mrs.  Besant®^  and  Josiah  C.  Wedgwood,  who  demanded  extensive 
concessions  and  definite  time  limits,®®  and  by  the  Marxist-oriented  In¬ 
dependent  Labour  party,  which  urged  it  to  recognize  the  Congress  party 
as  the  voice  of  India  and  recommended  forming  a  constitutional  as¬ 
sembly.®®  At  the  1930  party  congress,  Fenner  Brockway  proposed  a 
resolution  stating  India’s  right  to  independence  and  welcoming  the 
Indian  nationalist  movement;  he  reproached  the  Labour  government  with 
omitting  to  declare  that  “full  responsible  government”  was  the  point 
of  discussion  at  the  Round  Table  conference,  and  further  accused  it 
of  acting  as  ^^policemen  of  Imperialism  ’.  The  immediate  conferment  of 
dominion  status  would  mean  withdrawing  troops  and  giving  the  Indians 
firm  control  of  their  economic  affairs.®®  British  pragmatism  easily  managed 
to  survive  Brockway’s  radical  opinions,  however,  and  said  that  the  result 
of  a  “hasty,  ill-considered  departure  from  India”  would  be  civil  war 
and  mass  murder,  quite  apart  from  the  fact  that  if  it  accepted  the 
proposed  resolution  the  Labour  government  would  lose  all  chance  of 
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winning  the  next  election.®^  Even  Laski,  who  addressed  a  memorandum 
to  the  prime  minister  in  1930  and  worked  out  a  plan  for  the  constitution 
with  Lord  Chancellor  Sankey  in  1931,  described  the  problem  of  India 
as  “the  biggest  crisis  in  our  colonial  affairs  since  1776”  and  that  of 
Ireland  in  the  next  generation  as  “a  ghastly  problem  of  which  the  real 
essence  is  that  we  can’t  govern  it  and  it  really  is  not  fit  to  govern 

itself”.®2 

After  the  formation  of  the  National  Government  and  the  break  with 
MacDonald,  the  Labour  party  resumed  its  opposition.  It  condemned 
the  repressive  measures  taken  in  1932-1934  and  even  though  it  took 
part  in  the  Joint  Select  Committee,  it  rejected  the  committee  report 
and  the  Indian  constitution  of  1935,  chiefly  because  the  preamble  did 
not  declare  India’s  right  to  dominion  status,  but  also  because  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  franchise  was  far  too  conservative  and  prejudicial  to  the 
Congress  party.®®  In  the  parliamentary  debates  in  February  and  June 
1935  Clement  Attlee  firmly  voiced  his  party’s  position:  it  was  a  paradox 
that  the  government  recognized  the  validity  of  the  Irwin  declaration 
but  had  not  included  the  term  “dominion  status”  in  the  text  of  the 
constitution,  particularly  since  India  was  so  conscious  of  this;  “the  key¬ 
note  of  the  Bill  is  mistrust”,  he  said.  The  constitution  was  trying  to 
limit  the  effectiveness  of  the  Congress  party,  which  meant  that  “one 
of  the  dominating  factors  of  the  situation”  was  being  overlooked.  The 
whole  thing  was  evidence  of  a  “one-sided  partnership”.®^  In  retrospect 
one  cannot  deny  that  there  was  some  truth  in  this  criticism;  but  it 
seems  disputable  whether  a  Labour  government  would  have  managed 
to  enforce  its  ideas  and  negotiate  a  transitional  settlement  with  Gandhi 
or  Nehru  that  was  acceptable  to  both  sides.  Attlee  nevertheless  recog¬ 
nized,  in  his  1937  book  The  Labour  Party  in  Perspective,  that  self- 
government  was  hard  to  achieve  in  a  continent  as  diverse  as  India 
and  that  the  slogan  “India  for  the  Indians”  was  not  relevant  to  the 
problem.®® 

The  only  part  of  the  Indian  constitution  of  1935  which  was  put  into 
effect  in  1937  concerned  the  provinces.  Each  was  allowed  to  form  a 
responsible  government,  although  there  was  some  initial  obstruction 
by  the  Congress  party.  This  at  least  gave  the  Indians  a  chance  to  experi¬ 
ment  in  administration  and  to  train  themselves  for  parliamentary  govern¬ 
ment.  But  the  resistance  of  the  princes  blocked  the  establishment  of 
federation,  and  it  must  remain  an  open  question  whether  the  British 
Government  should  have  “forced”  them  to  collaborate. 

In  the  inter-war  period,  India  underwent  transition  from  autocratic 
control  on  the  colonial  model  to  a  semi-responsible  government  modelled 
on  Great  Britain.  In  the  declaration  of  21  August  1917  Britain  had 
announced  decolonization  and  accepted  dominion  status  for  India,  how¬ 
ever  much  the  diehards  resisted.  At  first,  however,  this  was  still  only 
the  “ultimate  goal”,  which  would  still  take  long  to  reach.  London  con- 


GREAT  BRITAIN 


77 

tinned  to  rely  on  the  old  argument  of  India’s  internal  problems,  which 
prevented  progress  other  than  by  very  slow  stages  and  which  therefore 
seemed  to  justify  the  continuation  of  British  rule.  The  attempt  to 
prevent  the  predominance  of  the  Congress  party  giving  consideration 
to  the  numerous  individual  “communal”  groups  and  communities  in 
fact  aggravated  rather  than  relieved  tensions.  Yet  we  must  remember 
here  that  it  was  difficult  for  London  to  come  to  grips  with  this  problem 
precisely  because  the  British  were  thinking  of  a  unified  India  and  not 
even  contemplating  partition. 

The  reforms  of  1919  and  the  constitution  of  1935  were  important 
steps  towards  self-government  and  could  be  interpreted  as  proof  of 
British  liberalism;  but  the  actual  transfer  of  power  still  lay  in  the  far 
distance  and  the  British  public  in  the  inter-war  period  would  not  have 
been  ready  for  it.  Natural  pride  in  what  had  been  achieved  in  India 
was  joined  to  economic  and  political  interests  and  strategy.  Would  not 
the  loss  of  India  strike  a  mortal  blow  at  the  British  economy,  which 
was  already  in  a  state  of  crisis?  Could  a  free  India  defend  itself  against 
an  alien  power?  These  questions  fueled  a  convincing  argument  for  the 
conservative  imperialist  politicians,  who  overlooked  the  fact  that  a  Japa¬ 
nese  attack  was  unlikely,  that  Australia  and  New  Zealand  were  not 
armed  either  and  that  in  any  case  a  bilateral  defence  agreement  could 
have  ensured  India’s  protection. 

Britain’s  mere  willingness  to  reform,  however,  could  not  content  Indian 
nationalists,  and  Britain  did  not  succeed  in  mutually  establishing  the 
stages  for  implementation  of  the  constitution  until  the  achievement  of 
dominion  status.  Indians’  suspicions  were  aroused  by  the  diehards’  reac¬ 
tion  to  Amritsar,  their  hostility  towards  Gandhi,  their  agitation  against 
Lord  Irwin,  the  October  declaration  and  the  agreement  with  Gandhi,  and 
finally  their  opposition  to  the  Indian  constitution,  and  this  gave  impetus 
to  radical  agitation  and  slowed  down  parliamentary  decision-making.  If 
Irwin’s  policy  had  been  sustained,  India  might  have  been  ruled  by  a 
semi-responsible  federal-type  government  before  the  outbreak  of  war 
and  perhaps  the  later  division  of  the  country  would  never  have  taken 
place.  However,  the  diehards’  resistance  is  not  surprising.  The  strongly 
traditional  British  upper  class  was  naturally  reluctant  to  give  up  the 
“pearl  of  the  Empire”  unless  absolutely  necessary.  What  is  more  sur¬ 
prising  is  that  the  resistance  was  not  more  stubborn  and  that  even 
within  the  Conservative  party  and  among  the  politicians  and  journalists 
particularly  interested  in  the  Empire  there  was  so  much  willingness  to 
accept  reform.®®  The  same  applied  neither  to  the  French  judicial  circles 
to  the  case  of  Indochina  and  North  Africa  nor  to  the  Dutch  bourgeoisie 
in  their  attitude  towards  Indonesia. 

In  retrospect,  the  inter-war  years  appear  a  transitional  period  in  the 
history  of  Anglo-Indian  relations,  marked  by  mutual  distrust,  nationalist 
agitation,  repressive  measures,  and  also  important  reforms.  Great  Britain 
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recognized  the  right  to  self-government,  established  responsible  govern¬ 
ments  in  the  provinces  and  prepared  to  reinterpret  the  concept  of 
dominion  status  in  order  to  set  the  stage  for  a  multi-racial  Common¬ 
wealth.  The  new  concept  of  Commonwealth  saw  the  conferment  of 
self-government  on  “coloured”  colonies  not  as  the  dissolution  and  de¬ 
struction  of  imperial  ties  but  the  necessary  and  ideologically  consistent 
conclusion  of  British  imperial  policy.®^  This  helped  Great  Britain  adjust 
itself  in  a  relatively  short  time  to  the  new  situation  during  and  after 
the  Second  World  War  and  led  to  granting  India  independence  in  1947. 


TRUSTEESHIP  AND  SELF-GOVERNMENT  IN  THE 

COLONIES 


With  the  dominions  decolonized  and  India  on  the  road  to  responsible 
government,  it  began  to  become  apparent  that  Great  Britain  would 
have  to  re-examine  its  policies  in  regard  to  the  colonies  proper. 

The  “Colonial  Empire”,  as  subdivision  of  the  British  Empire,  included 
very  different  geographical,  cultural  and  political  entities.  Besides  the 
Muslim  protectorates  and  mandated  territories  in  the  Middle  East,  there 
were  the  Asian  colonies  Ceylon,  Malaya,  Borneo,  etc.;  in  West  Africa, 
Nigeria,  the  Gold  Coast,  Sierra  Leone  and  Gambia;  and  then  the  East 
African  territories  Northern  Rhodesia  (Southern  Rhodesia  had  been 
granted  responsible  government  in  1923),  Nyasaland,  Uganda,  and 
Kenya  (where  the  distinct  minority  groups  of  British  settlers  created 
special  problems),  the  mandated  territory  Tanganyika,  and  the  Sudan 
with  its  special  status.  Finally  the  “dependencies”  included  such  important 
strategic  positions  as  Gibraltar,  Malta,  Cyprus,  Aden  and  Hong  Kong.  Of 
the  West  Indian  possessions  in  the  American  hemisphere  Jamaica  was 
the  most  important.  British  journalists  liked  to  point  to  the  diversity 
of  the  colonial  Empire  as  evidence  that  its  special  character  resided  not 
in  territorial  compactness  nor  in  any  racial  or  cultural  community,  but 
in  the  world-wide  distribution  of  these  millions  of  peoples  who  lived 
under  the  British  Crown.  There  were  no  ideas  or  illusions  like  la  plus 
grande  France,  for  “Empire”  was  not  meant  to  refer  to  an  extended 
mother  country  or  a  “Great  Britain  beyond  the  seas”,  but  to  a  world¬ 
wide  entity  whose  individual  parts  were  subject  to  British  rule  and  for 
whom  Britain  acted  as  “trustee”. 

In  a  debate  in  the  House  of  Commons  on  30  July  1919,  L.  S.  Amery, 
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for  many  years  a  conservative  colonial  minister,  praised  the  great  achieve¬ 
ments  and  sacrifices  of  the  colonies  during  the  war  which,  he  said,  obliged 
Britain  to  .  .  set  up  a  new  and  more  positive  standard  of  our  duty 
and  obligation  towards  the  peoples  to  whom  this  house  is  in  the  position 
of  a  trustee”.^ 

In  the  following  years  this  became  the  standard  phrase,  and  in  a 
sense  it  is  comparable  to  France’s  conception  of  its  mission  civilisatrice. 
But  what  actually  was  this  “trusteeship”  that  was  to  be  undertaken  by 
the  British  Parliament?  The  term  derived  from  British  private  law  and 
was  based,  according  to  Ernest  Barker,  on  the  common  law  and  equity 
of  English  law  courts.^  It  was  intended  to  express  the  right  to  certain 
liberties.  More  important,  however,  was  its  significance  in  constitutional 
law:  in  England,  since  1688  at  the  latest,  the  power  of  the  state  has 
been  understood  as  the  power  of  the  people,  which  means  that  it  also 
had  to  be  exercised  in  the  interests  of  the  people;  “the  powers  of  King 
and  Parliament  were  held  by  them  in  tmst  for  the  benefit  of  the  people 
of  England  as  the  beneficiary  of  the  trust”.®  Locke  and  Burke  use  the 
term  “trust”  to  express  specifically  English  ideas  on  the  relations  between 
people,  king.  Parliament  and  government. 

It  was  Edmund  Burke  who  first  introduced  this  “legal  metaphor” 
into  the  discussion  of  colonial  policy.  In  his  famous  speech  on  the 
Charter  of  the  East  India  Company  in  1783,  he  reminded  Parliament 
that  political  power  might  only  be  exerted  in  the  interests  of  the  subjects; 
rights  and  privileges  were  untenable  if  they  contradicted  the  trust.  The 
East  India  Company,  he  said,  had  been  set  up  by  Parliament  as  a 
trustee  and  must  act  accordingly  in  India.^  In  the  colonies.  Parliament 
was  therefore  the  trustee,  although  it  delegated  its  authority  to  the 
governors.  The  native  inhabitants  were  “backward  peoples”  who  needed 
protection,  so  it  was  said  subsequently,  in  order  to  develop.  They  could 
not,  at  least  not  at  the  present  stage  of  development,  know  what  was 
good  for  them.  These  theories  were  formed  easily  at  the  time  the 
colonies  were  settled  and  their  moral  justification  seemed  self-evident. 
They  were  the  product  of  the  common  nineteenth-century  European 
sense  of  superiority — based  as  it  was  on  Europe’s  obvious  technical  and 
cultural  pre-eminence — added  to  a  moral  self-righteousness.  Quite  apart 
from  well-meaning  colonial  reformers,  even  a  man  such  as  Joseph  Cham¬ 
berlain  used  the  term  “trust”  to  justify  British  expansion  as  economically 
necessary  in  the  competition  with  other  powers.  In  his  critique  of 
imperialism  of  1902,  J.  A.  Hobson  contrasted  the  existing  situation  and 
its  very  questionable  effects  with  imperialist  ideology.  But  in  the  interests 
of  the  natives  whose  social  structures,  he  said,  had  been  destroyed  or 
were  undergoing  a  radical  change  in  the  confrontation  with  Europe, 
he  could  not  condone  a  simple  withdrawal,  and  so  he  too  adopted  the 
principle  of  trusteeship  in  vindication  of  a  pertinent  and  morally  ac¬ 
ceptable  colonial  administration.®  This  trusteeship  was  to  be  set  up  and 
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controlled  by  an  international  authority.  If  we  dismiss  the  Congo  Aet, 
whieh  was  a  question  of  eireumstanees,  we  might  say  that  Hobson 
was  the  first  to  make  the  distinetion  between  national  and  international 
trusteeship. 

It  is  here  that  the  British  diseussion  took  up  during  the  war  (ef. 
pp.  36-37).  At  first  the  most  important  point  was  the  future  of  the 
German  eolonies  in  Afriea;  internationalization  seemed  the  obvious  way 
of  preventing  them  from  being  involved  in  future  rivalry  between  the 
powers.  Their  subordination  to  the  League  of  Nations  was  intended 
to  ensure  an  open-door  poliey  and  the  proteetion  of  the  natives  from 
exploitation.  Hobson  and  the  colonial  reformer  Morel,  Buxton  and 
Olivier,  joined  by  the  Labour  party,  thought  that  “trusteeship”  together 
with  international  supervision  eould  beeome  the  basis  for  a  eolonial 
doetrine  whieh,  by  eontrast  with  the  allegedly  exploitative  imperialism 
of  the  pre-war  era,  would  eomply  with  the  envisioned  eivilizing  mission. 
President  Wilson  and  his  advisers  took  their  cue  from  the  British  diseus¬ 
sion  and  adopted  the  mandate  prineiple,  which  was  institutionalized  in 
Artiele  22  of  the  League  of  Nations. 

After  1919  trustee  and  trusteeship  beeame  the  aeeepted  terms  for 
all  who  spoke  of  the  nature  and  prineiples  of  British  eolonial  poliey. 
By  seeing  its  eolonial  domination  as  “trusteeship”.  Great  Britain,  they 
said,  demonstrated  its  sense  of  moral  responsibility,  even  altruism. 
What  had  been  formulated  by  Artiele  22  as  a  requirement  of  the  world 
eonseienee  was  nothing  new  for  Great  Britain:  a  British  doetrine  had 
become  generally  valid  and  now  served  as  a  model  for  the  other  powers!® 

The  former  Governor  of  Nigeria,  Sir  Frederiek  (later  Lord)  Lugard, 
made  a  deeisive  eontribution  to  popularizing  the  notion  of  trusteeship 
in  his  extensive  work  Dual  Mandate  in  Tropical  Africa,  whieh  first 
appeared  in  1922  and  enjoyed  immense  authority  during  the  inter-war 
years  among  eolonial  administrators  in  London  and  in  the  West  Afriean 
administrations.'^'  Lugard  defined  the  term  “dual  mandate”  as  meaning 
that  the  colonial  powers  aeted  as  trustees  both  in  the  interests  and  for 
the  proteetion  of  the  native  population,  and  in  the  interests  of  the 
whole  world.  Sinee  the  civilized  nations,  in  partieular  the  European 
ones,  could  no  longer  survive  without  tropieal  raw  materials  and  food, 
they  had  the  moral  right  to  exploit  this  produce  where  it  was  available. 
The  primitive  inhabitants  eould  not,  he  said,  refuse  access  to  their  re¬ 
sources.  “Viewed  from  this  standpoint,  the  tropies  are  the  heritage 
of  mankind,  and  neither  has  the  suzerain  power  a  right  to  their  exelusive 
exploitation,  nor  have  the  raees  whieh  inhabit  them  a  right  to  deny 
their  bounties  to  those  who  need  them.”®  Lugard  stipulated  a  legitimate 
right  to  eolonial  domination,  on  eondition  that  the  eolonial  power  in 
its  turn  did  not  bar  the  aeeess  it  had  gained  to  others  or  monopolize 
it.  By  virtue  of  this  theory,  Great  Britain  was  able  to  reiterate  its  old 
demand  for  an  open-door  poliey  and  to  eritieize  Freneh  eolonial  eeonomie 
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policy,  accusing  France  of  discriminating  against  foreign  powers  and 
continuing  to  observe  the  colonial  pact. 

Lugard’s  theories  were  by  no  means  original.  His  arguments  can  be 
traced  back  to  Francisco  de  Vitoria  and  they  are  even  closer  to  the 
nineteenth-century  British  Free  Trade  policy  with  its  belief  in  Western 
superiority  and  demands  for  the  opening  up  of  all  the  tropical  territories. 
Lugard  could  recall  Chamberlain's  words:  “We,  in  our  colonial  policy, 
as  fast  as  we  acquire  new  territory  and  develop  it,  develop  it  as  trustees 
of  civilization  for  the  commerce  of  the  world.”®  France  and  other  colonial 
powers  also  made  use  of  this  argument  in  order  to  give  their  actions 
moral  as  well  as  historical  justification — which  may  be  understandable, 
since  the  industrial  countries  did  need  tropical  produce.  Today,  however, 
this  all  seems  highly  questionable,  for  who  is  to  decide  whether  a 
country  is  making  suflBcient  use  of  its  resources  and  making  them  avail¬ 
able  to  the  world?  Between  the  wars  these  theories  were  put  forward 
principally  by  colonialists  and  conservatives,^®  who  clearly  conceived  of 
the  tropical  areas  primarily  as  sources  of  raw  materials  for  a  long  time 
to  come.  Although  a  certain  tariff  or  export  tax  was  not  in  contradiction 
to  the  open-door  principle,  as  long  as  the  mother  country  did  not  enjoy 
special  privileges,  scarcely  any  mention  was  made  of  independent  eco¬ 
nomic  development  for  these  countries,  or  even  industrialization.  The  aim 
was  to  achieve  an  allegedly  reciprocal  relationship  between  the  economy 
of  the  mother  country  and  that  of  the  colony,  based  on  the  idea  of  a 
liberal,  international  division  of  work;  in  fact  this  only  made  possible 
and  justified  the  exploitation  of  the  colony  in  the  interests  of  the 
dominating  power. 

The  exploitation  of  tropical  produce,  i.e.  of  the  colonial  economy, 
was  also  meant  to  benefit  the  native  inhabitants,  or  at  least  to  do  them 
as  little  harm  as  possible.^  The  colonial  power  was  not  to  have  full 
control  over  native  labour  and  was  obliged  to  watch  over  the  natives 
private  interests  and  to  see  to  it  that  they  had  a  fair  share  of  the 
profits.  But  it  was  the  mandate  power  who  determined  what  this  meant 
and  how  far  it  went!  Consequently  trusteeship  had  to  prove  itself  in 
terms  of  concrete  administration,  agrarian  law,  labour  law,  tariff  and 
education  policy.  Lugard,  an  experienced  administrator,  did  not  dispute 
the  fact  that  a  colonial  power  had  to  be  primarily  concerned  with 
economic  affairs,!^  but  like  most  of  his  contemporaries  he  was  con¬ 
vinced  that  there  was  no  fundamental  discrepancy  between  the  economic 
interests  of  the  mother  country  and  the  interests  of  the  native  inhabitants, 
and  thought  that  if  the  principle  of  a  dual  mandate  were  seriously 

applied,  it  could  satisfy  both  parties.^® 

It  is  easy  to  see  the  dual  mandate  as  having  little  relevance  to  existing 
facts  and  to  show  it  up  as  no  more  than  a  cheap  masking  of  colonialist 
interests.  Indeed,  one  cannot  but  distrust  the  self-praise  of  British  publicists 
who  thought  it  was  enough  to  refer  to  the  principle  of  trusteeship  and 
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tried  to  justify  domination  for  an  indefinite  period  of  time  by  pointing  to 
the  inability  of  the  “backward  peoples”  to  realize  their  own  interests. 

But  this  kind  of  interpretation  does  not  do  justice  to  the  difficulty 
of  the  problem.  Even  the  most  critical  evaluation  must  not  overlook 
the  moral  impulse  which  in  a  large  part  determined  the  course  of  British 
imperialism.  This  moral  impulse  also  governed  in  a  large  part  the 
great  proconsuls  of  the  pre-war  years  and  many  of  the  governors  and 
innumerable  district  commissioners  and  administrative  officials  after  the 
war.  The  British  administration  invented  the  notions  of  “service”  and 
of  “fairness” — a  product  of  the  rich  traditions  of  the  English  public 
schools.  Trusteeship  was  based  on  these  notions  and  legitimized  them. 
The  Colonial  Service  may  have  been  chiefly  concerned  with  ensuring 
its  domination  and  with  the  direct  or  indirect  interests  of  Great  Britain, 
it  may  have  had  close  relations  with  the  respective  “European  communi¬ 
ties  '  and  have  dissociated  itself  further  socially  from  the  “natives”  than 
did  France;  yet  the  Service  repeatedly  tried  to  avoid  identifying  itself 
with  private  interests  and  to  fulfil  its  duty  of  trustee  conscientiously  and 
fairly. 

Lugard  tried,  in  his  Dual  Mandate,  to  show  how  the  needs  and 
interests  of  the  native  inhabitants  in  different  administrative  fields  could 
at  least  be  reconciled  to  a  certain  extent  with  those  of  the  protector 
power.  The  prohibition  of  forced  labour,  in  contrast  to  French  practice, 
and  the  renunciation  of  plantations  benefitting  the  native  producers 
in  West  Africa,  in  contrast  to  the  situation  in  the  Belgian  Congo,  were 
some  results  of  this  trusteeship.  In  1943  Lord  Hailey  felt  justified  in 
saying:  “Again  and  again  it  has  exerted  its  influence  when  issues  have 
arisen  in  which  native  interests  have  been  at  stake,  and  has  often  done 
so  with  decisive  effect.”^^  During  the  debate  on  East  Africa  policy, 
the  principle  of  trusteeship  led  to  the  famous  Devonshire  declaration 
for  Kenya  in  December  1923  in  which  the  British  Government  pro¬ 
claimed  the  “Paramountcy  of  Native  Interests”  in  the  conflict  between 
the  white  settlers  and  the  Indian  minority  (cf.  p.  148).  British  publicity 
liked  to  call  upon  this  declaration,  and  to  offer  it  as  proof  that  Britain 
took  seriously  the  trusteeship  policy  and  intended  to  enforce  it.  The 
critical  historian  can  reply  that  the  declaration  of  the  paramountcy  of 
African  interests  was  mainly  an  improvised  solution  to  an  apparently 
insoluble  conflict,  and  that  it  had  little  influence  on  the  policy  towards 
the  natives  of  Kenya  in  the  following  years,  yet  one  cannot  object 
to  it  on  principle.  No  less  a  man  than  the  former  Communist  and 
friend  of  Nkrumah,  George  Padmore,  called  it  the  Magna  Carta  of 
Africa.^®  During  the  inter-war  years,  everyone  who  criticized  the  Kenya 
settlers  and  demanded  a  pro-native  policy  appealed  to  the  1923  declara¬ 
tion,  and  since  the  British  Government  saw  itself  as  trustee  for  the 
African  inhabitants,  whether  voluntarily  or  under  pressure  from  the 
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reformers  to  whom  Padmore  belonged,  it  refused  to  grant  the  white 
minority  self-government  or  even  dominion  status. 

There  is  one  aspect  of  this  British  doctrine  that  must  not  be  over¬ 
looked.  The  principle  of  trusteeship  as  formulated  by  Lugard  and 
institutionalized  in  the  League  of  Nations  Mandate  was  primarily  de¬ 
fensive.  Above  all  it  was  protective;  its  function  was  to  prevent  abuse 
and  exploitation  and  it  was  not,  or  only  secondarily,  designed  as  a  positive 
step  in  a  policy  of  development.  A  royal  instruction  to  the  colonial 
governors  in  1922  demonstrates  this.  It  stated  that  the  task  of  the  imperial 
representative  was  "to  the  utmost  of  his  power,  to  promote  religion 
and  education  among  the  native  inhabitants  [a  task  that  was  in  fact 
almost  entirely  left  to  the  missionaries]  and  he  is  to  especially  take  care 
to  protect  them  in  their  person  and  the  free  enjoyment  of  their  posses¬ 
sions  and  by  all  lawful  means  to  prevent  and  restrain  all  violence  and 
injustice  which  may  in  any  manner  be  practised  or  attempted  against 
them”.^® 

This  idea  of  maintaining  law  and  preventing  exploitation  stemmed 
from  nineteenth-century  liberalism  and  conformed  to  both  the  British 
concept  of  state  and  to  the  policy  of  Free  Trade  which  called  for  leaving 
political  and  economic  initiative  to  the  individual  and  limited  itself 
to  securing  the  “framework”  for  free,  individual  development.  At  the 
most  it  took  measures  against  open  infringements  and  abuses.  “Law 
and  order”  were  consequently  the  central  ideas  on  which  the  British 
colonial  administration  was  based;  it  was  particularly  proud  of  the  fact 
that  it  established  and  ensured  just  this.  Another  feature  of  British  rule 
was  that  it  survived  with  a  small  number  of  personnel,  maintained  little 
more  than  a  loose  net  of  control,  intervened  as  little  as  possible  in  the 
existing  social  structures  and  shrank  at  the  use  of  force.  In  this  respect 
it  was  less  paternalistic  than  Belgian  rule  in  the  Congo  or  Dutch 
practice  in  Indonesia.  This  does  not,  of  course,  mean  that  the  results 
were  always  positive  or  corresponded  to  the  envisaged  goal.  J.  S. 
Fumivall  in  his  1948  work  Colonial  Policy  and  Practice  showed  very 
clearly  how  the  policy  of  law  and  order,  which  gave  the  outside  capitalist 
forces  plenty  of  room  for  play  and  even  legal  sanctions,  led  Lower 
Burma  to  a  catastrophic  disintegration  of  its  traditional  social  structure, 
whereas  Dutch  paternalism  in  Java,  using  some  coercion,  accomplished 
its  protective  task  somewhat  better  and  managed  to  keep  social  change 
within  bounds.  Not  until  the  late  1930s  did  criticism  of  this  kind  of 
negative  liberal  attitude  begin  in  Britain,  and  some  attempts  were  then 
made  to  transform  the  earlier  concept  of  trusteeship  into  a  more  positive 
policy  of  development. 

Yet  another  feature  characterizes  the  notion  of  trusteeship:  it  is  only 
temporary.  Any  country  that,  like  Great  Britain,  used  the  term  and 
considered  itself  a  trustee,  also  had  to  accept  the  fact  that  a  time  limit 
was  implied  by  this  relationship  of  dependency.  The  colonial  power  could 
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legitimately  act  as  trustee  only  until  the  moment  the  “backward  peoples” 
became  capable  of  shaping  their  own  destinies  and  no  longer  needed 
a  guardian.  In  1941  Ernest  Barker  wrote  as  follows: 

When  the  minor  grows  to  manhood,  the  trust  will  determine;  he  will 
manage  his  own  affairs  and  provide  for  his  own  benefit  himself.  The  like 
may  happen  in  public  affairs  and  in  the  sphere  of  public  law;  and  this 
analogy,  along  with  the  general  analogy  of  the  private  trust,  may  thus  be 
applied  to  the  dependency  gained  by  conquest  or  cession.  Such  a  de¬ 
pendency  is,  as  it  were,  a  minor,  living  under  a  trustee  power  during  its 
minority.  When  it  becomes  adult  and  mature  it  will  enter  into  an  equal 
responsibility  with  the  trustee  who  will  relinquish  his  tutelage:  it  will 
become  self-governing  and  will  stand  by  the  side  of  other  self-governing 
States  in  a  community  of  such  States.^^ 

We  will  have  to  complete  this.  It  is  part  of  the  duty  and  task  of  the 
trustee  to  prepare  those  in  its  care  for  the  moment  when  the  dependency 
relationship  will  be  dissolved  and  to  educate  them  for  self-government. 
The  trustee  must  gradually  surrender  the  power  of  decision  and  responsi¬ 
bility  to  his  ward  in  increasingly  wide  areas,  according  to  the  latter’s 
age,  maturity  and  ability.  This  analogy  stated  that  British  colonial  policy 
provided  the  preparation  for  gradual  conferment  of  self-government.  It 
declared  that  British  domination  considered  self-government  its  fulfil¬ 
ment.  Of  course,  the  trustee.  Great  Britain,  had  sole  authority  and 
full  sovereignty  in  deciding  how  this  “education”  was  to  be  conducted 
and  when  the  point  of  “maturity”  had  been  reached! 

On  the  other  hand,  the  analogy  with  private  law  trusteeship  also 
implies  the  following:  in  the  case  where  the  ward  is  constitutionally 
impeded  and  can  never  reach  the  status  of  responsible  adulthood,  the 
tutelage  must  be  maintained  for  life.  Were  colonies  capable  of  self- 
government?  Of  course,  the  colonies  by  settlement  were  not  denied 
this  possibility;  the  British  subject,  so  to  speak,  carried  self-government 
overseas  with  him.  The  dominions  had  shown  proof  of  their  ability  to 
survive  and  only  the  smaller  units  such  as  Malta  and  Cyprus,  whose 
inhabitants  were  white  but  non-British  or  multi-racial,  were  doubtful 
cases.  But  what  about  the  “coloured”  areas?  Quite  apart  from  the  real 
jingoist  imperialists  and  racial  fanatics,  even  the  pre-war  proconsuls 
such  as  Curzon  and  Cromer  denied  the  ability  of  the  latter  to  achieve 
self-government;  there  was  hardly  a  doubt  in  their  minds  that  even 
India  and  Egypt  required  permanent  British  administration  or  control 
if  they  were  not  to  sink  back  into  “chaos”.  And  what  applied  to  these 
countries,  with  their  great  indigenous  culture  and  an  educated  class 
already  trained  in  Western  ideas,  applied  much  more  unequivocally  to 
the  “primitive”  races.  Before  the  war  there  was  no  hesitation  in  expressing 
this  opinion  openly,  even  in  official  statements. 

But  after  1919  scarcely  ever  talked  about  openly.  Imperial- 
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ism  was  now  on  the  defensive;  Great  Britain  had  waged  a  war  for  the 
protection  of  freedom  and  would  or  could  no  longer  employ  the  racial 
argument.  The  construction  of  the  “Third  Empire”,  as  Alfred  Zimmern 
put  it,  must  no  longer  be  tied  to  race  or  nationality.  Of  course,  many 
of  the  diehards  had  not  changed  their  minds  and  a  large  number  of 
colonial  officials  may  have  continued  to  doubt  the  capacity  of  non-white 
peoples  for  self-government — quite  apart  from  the  question  of  time 
limits.  But  it  had  obviously  become  unfashionable  to  say  this  openly 
and  certainly  to  announce  it  in  any  kind  of  official  statement:  Great 
Britain  had  to  proclaim  self-government  as  the  aim  of  its  policy.  Even 
the  reference  to  “good  government”  was  no  longer  sufficient.  The  colonial 
official  could  harp  on  the  difference  between  self-government  and  good 
government  and  justify  himself  by  saying  that  Great  Britain  not  only 
guaranteed  “law  and  order”  but  also  cared  in  other  ways  for  the  well¬ 
being  of  the  masses,  while  the  old  feudal  upper  class  and  the  young 
educated  class  could  neither  ensure  orderly  administration  nor  educate 
the  masses  to  social  responsibility.  In  public,  people  had  to  speak  of 
self-government,  however  conditionally.  For  example,  in  the  previously 
mentioned  parliamentary  debate  of  30  July  1919,  Undersecretary  of 
State  Amery  stressed  that  the  mandate  principle  led  to  “self-government 
...  in  so  far  as  they  are  capable  of  it”.^®  The  1926  Imperial  Gon- 
ference  took  only  incidental  notice  of  the  Dependent  Empire,  but  did 
describe  as  a  future  task  “preparing  them  also,  by  slow  degrees,  even 
for  the  opportunities  of  a  greater  measure  of  self-government”.^®  And 
in  1938  colonial  minister  Malcolm  MacDonald  summarized  the  official 
British  attitude  between  the  wars: 

The  great  purpose  of  the  British  Empire  is  the  gradual  spread  of  freedom 
among  all  His  Majesty’s  subjects  in  whatever  part  of  the  world  they  live. 
That  spread  of  freedom  is  a  slow  evolutionary  process.  In  some  countries  it 
is  more  rapid  than  in  others.  In  some  parts  of  the  Empire,  in  the  Domin¬ 
ions,  that  evolutionary  process  has  been  completed,  it  is  finished.  Inside 
the  Colonial  Empire  the  evolutionary  process  is  going  on  all  the  time.  In 
some  colonies  like  Ceylon  the  gaining  of  freedom  has  already  gone  very 
far.  In  others  it  is  necessarily  a  much  slower  process.  It  may  take  gener¬ 
ations,  or  even  centuries  [!],  for  the  peoples  in  some  parts  of  the  Colonial 
Empire  to  achieve  self-government.  But  it  is  a  major  part  of  our  policy, 
even  among  the  most  backward  peoples  of  Africa,  to  teach  them  and  to 
encourage  them  always  to  be  able  to  stand  a  little  more  on  their  own 
feet.2® 

The  non-official  statements  were  more  detailed.  We  have  referred  to 
Lord  Milner’s  assumption,  after  the  war,  that  the  eolonial  peoples  would 
not  always  accept  dependent  status;  when  the  question  was  raised  in  a 
conversation  with  an  American,  Shotwell,  of  the  date  when  self-govern¬ 
ment  should  be  granted,  Milner  considered  the  moment  would  have  come 
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when  the  natives  demanded  a  constitution  and  definite  institutions.^^ 
Philip  Kerr  was  plainer: 

Great  Britain  is  now  committed  to  the  development  of  self-government 
in  all  other  parts  of  the  Empire  as  rapidly  as  the  inhabitants  can  take 
over  responsible  control.  The  process  which  has  been  in  India  is  being 
extended  in  various  ways  to  Egypt,  Palestine  and  Malta,  and  its  gradual 
development  everywhere  is  inevitable.^^ 

The  quintessence  of  Lord  Hailey's  1938  African  Survey  lay  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  words: 

The  political  future  which  British  policy  has  assigned  to  the  African 
colonies  must  be  understood  to  be  that  of  self-government  based  on 
representative  institutions.  The  pursuance  of  this  policy  has  involved  the 
devolution  of  as  large  a  share  of  the  authority  as  possible  to  the  executive 
government  of  the  eolony  and  the  recognition  of  local  legislation  as  the 
source  of  law.^^ 

And  finally  let  us  mention  Lord  Lugard,  who,  as  we  shall  see,  mistrusted 
the  adoption  of  British  representative  institutions  and  described  himself 
as  an  imperialist  but  yet,  in  1939,  saw  British  domination  as  in  principle 
only  a  temporary  “tutelage”: 

The  imperialist  [Lugard  distinguishes  himself  from  anti-colonialism  and 
disinterest]  clings  to  his  belief  that  the  time  has  not  come  to  abdicate 
British  sovereignty  and  its  policy  of  tutelage  and  guidance,  but  the  trust 
must  be  so  administered  that  at  some  distant  day  even  the  most  backward 
may  take  their  place  in  the  world  as  free  self-governing  nations  as  the 
Dominions  have  done.^^ 

We  should  stop  for  a  moment  to  analyse  these  statements  and  the  many 
similar  ones.  Essentially  their  theme  was  self-government,  or  rather  the 
gradual  conferment  of  self-government,  although  in  fact  the  stress  lay 
on  “gradual”  and  actual  self-government  was  nowhere  near  yet.  This 
careful  reference  to  the  future  took  the  urgency  out  of  some  of  these 
questions  and  at  the  same  time  offered  sound  justification  for  colonial 
domination.  What  is  most  important  in  the  context  of  our  discussion  is 
that  after  the  First  World  War  at  the  latest.  Great  Britain  had  at  its  dis¬ 
posal  a  doctrine  of  decolonization.  It  was  still  scarcely  a  topical  issue  in 
the  field  of  concrete  administration,  but  the  eventual  end  of  British  con¬ 
trol  not  only  was  accepted  but  even  set  out  as  the  goal  of  British  colonial 
policy.  The  policy  was  already  being  justified  in  the  name  of  its  results! 
This  thesis  was  to  influence  British  policy  retrospectivHy  as  early  as  the 
inter-war  period,  and  after  the  Second  World  War  it  facilitated  separation 
and  made  it  more  bearable.  In  this  respect  Britain  occupied  a  special 
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position  among  the  colonial  powers  with  the  exception  of  the  United 
States.  Belgium  in  the  Congo  and  the  Netherlands  in  Indonesia  still 
considered  their  domination  secure  and  to  a  large  extent  even  dismissed 
the  question  of  the  future  from  consideration.  France,  on  the  other  hand, 
did  have  a  doctrine  of  decolonization,  but  it  was  not  based  on  self- 
government  and  so  France  later  found  it  difheult  to  make  the  adjustment. 

Did  the  eoncept  of  “self-government”  mean  the  same  to  conservatives, 
liberal  reformers  and  socialists,  and  did  they  think  it  equally  applicable  in 
the  different  areas  of  the  colonial  Empire?  The  writings  of  British  publicists 
and  historians  indicate  that  the  concept  was  indeed  unequivocal  and 
that  the  colonial  doctrine  of  the  inter-war  years  was  clearly  formulated. 
But  it  was  only  by  failing  to  examine  the  concept  itself,  paying  no  at¬ 
tention  to  the  various  shades  of  opinion  and  meaning  in  the  official  state¬ 
ments  and  making  it  a  leitmotiv  of  British  colonial  policy  after  the  First 
World  War  that  these  writers  could  postulate  a  definite  doctrine,  allegedly 
establishing  Great  Britain’s  liberalism.  Having  suggested  this,  they  did  not 
feel  the  need  to  engage  in  any  further  general  explanation  and  could 
turn  to  the  political  and  economic  situation  of  individual  territories  to 
show  the  great  progress  that  had  been  made. 

If  one  examines  the  published  writings  and  follows  the  discussions  in 
Parliament,  it  becomes  clear  that  this  concept  of  self-government  was 
neither  unequivocal  nor  uniform.  Even  the  statements  we  have  quoted 
show,  on  closer  inspection,  that  self-government  did  not  necessarily  entail 
handing  over  full  administrative  and  political  power  to  the  inhabitants 
and  that  it  could  be  restricted  to  granting  certain  forms  of  autonomy  or 
simply  allowing  the  colonial  inhabitants  effective  participation  in  their 
own  affairs.  Nor  is  it  at  all  clear  whether  self-government  was  equated  with 
responsible  government,  i.e.  with  dominion  status,  and  whether  it  in¬ 
cluded  adopting  a  democratic  and  representative  system  on  the  British 
model.  Districts  with  arbitrary  boundaries  questioned  the  area  in  which 
self-government  was  to  be  granted,  and  in  the  East  African  settlements 
it  had  to  be  decided  whether  the  white  minority  or  the  African  majority 
was  legitimately  entitled  to  future  self-government.  We  will  have  to  pay 
close  attention  to  these  questions. 

First  we  must  consider  somewhat  more  carefully  the  administrative 
structure  of  the  Crown  Colonies.  Some  of  them  were  virtually  inde¬ 
pendent,  with  administrative  and  even  some  legislative  autonomy.  In 
these  colonies,  only  the  “constitution”  as  such,  which  determined  the 
position  of  the  governor,  his  relations  with  the  representative  organs  and 
the  authority  and  composition  of  the  latter,  was  determined  by  the 
Colonial  Office  in  London;  usually  it  was  passed  as  an  Order  in  the  Coun¬ 
cil,  without  special  approval  by  Parliament.  The  governor  and  his  subordi¬ 
nates  took  a  greater  part  in  the  preparation  of  the  constitution  than  was 
the  case  in  the  French  colonies.  The  initiative  often  came  from  the  colony 
itself,  which  had  its  own  internal  legal  code  and  its  own  legislative  power. 
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an  advantage  the  French  colonies  lacked.  London  did  of  course  have  a 
right  of  veto,  but  seldom  exercised  it.  There  were  no  general  colonial  laws 
and  the  mother  country’s  legislation  was  not  transposed  to  the  colonies. 
By  contrast  with  France,  Britain  was  not  seeking  uniformity  and  each 
area  was  to  undergo  its  “development”  according  to  its  own  traditions, 
circumstances  and  potential.  The  governor,  as  representative  of  the  Crown, 
and  the  administration  subordinate  to  him  were  sufficient  to  maintain 
the  mother  country’s  control.  While  centralist  France  also  administered  its 
colonies  centrally,  the  British  Empire  reflected  the  specifically  British 
combination  of  a  traditional,  decentralized  administration  and  wide  local 
autonomy  with  a  centralized  legislature.  While  to  a  large  extent  the 
colonies  were  “autonomous”,  they  were  still  part  of  a  strict  imperial  struc¬ 
ture.  Great  Britain  was  proud  of  this  “pragmatism”,  which  acknowledged 
the  individuality  of  the  different  colonies  and  was  even  prepared  to  pro¬ 
mote  it.  At  a  governors’  conference  in  1927,  the  Colonial  Minister 
Amery  said: 

The  whole  system,  with  its  haphazard  complexity  and  lack  of  coordination 
on  any  structural  basis,  would  be  fancy,  not  to  be  tolerated  for  a  moment 
by  our  more  logical  neighbours  across  the  Channel.  For  all  that,  I  believe 
that  our  system,  or  lack  of  system,  has  certain  advantages.  Each  Colonial 
Government  and  each  Colonial  Service  had  grown  up  on  the  spot  by  a 
continual  process  of  local  evolution  from  the  days  of  our  first  historical 
connection  with  the  Colony,  the  days  of  the  first  treaty  cession,  the  first 
conquest,  the  original  peaceful  trading  penetration,  as  the  case  may  be. 
Each  Government  and  each  Service,  therefore,  is  autochthonous,  racy  of 
the  soil,  adapted  to  local  conditions  and  instinctive  in  its  understanding  of 
those  conditions  and  in  its  sympathy  with  the  population  it  administers.^® 

But  independent  as  the  individual  colonies  were,  there  was  a  definite 
similarity  in  their  constitutions.  On  examination  there  was  obviously  a 
principle  involved  here,  an  unbroken  thread,  a  particular  series  of  steps 
which  the  colonies  had  to  follow  in  the  evolution  of  their  representative 
institutions;  in  each  case  these  steps  occurred  at  a  different  moment  in 
time,  conforming  as  closely  as  possible  to  the  varied  circumstances  among 
the  developing  colonies,  and  yet  following  a  common  pattern.  The 
pattern  was  the  gradual  transfer  of  legislature  and  executive  power  from 
the  king,  i.e.  the  governor,  to  the  colonial  legislative  council  until  full 
parliamentary  government— as  well  as  democratization— had  been  reached, 
and  the  executive  became  responsible  to  the  elected  parliament. 

We  should  trace  from  the  beginning  the  relations  between  the  legislative 
council  and  the  governor  as  holder  of  executive  power.^®  In  the  first  stage, 
when  the  territory  had  the  status  of  Crown  Colony,  there  was  an  “official 
majority”:  the  Legislative  Council  consisted  of  a  majority  of  higher 
colonial  officers  who  conferred  on  the  governor’s  proposed  laws.  The 
officers  were  bound  to  their  instruction  and  could  not  vote  against  the 
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governor;  their  primary  function  was  to  ensure  a  just  and  legal  procedure. 
So  the  legislative  council  was  not  yet  a  representative  organ,  quite  apart 
from  the  fact  that  the  native  inhabitants  were  very  seldom  represented  in 
it.  Similarly,  the  Executive  Council  was  only  an  advisory  board  and  the 
governor  was  not  bound  to  observe  its  decisions;  its  members  could 
merely  put  their  opposition  “on  record”. 

Relatively  soon,  non-officials  were  appointed  by  the  governor  and  en¬ 
tered  the  legislative  council;  and  apart  from  the  whites— chiefly  in  their 
capacity  as  representatives  of  major  economic  groups— there  were  also 
“natives”.  In  Ceylon  this  occurred  as  early  as  1833  (three  Europeans  and 
three  Ceylonese),  in  Barbados  in  1843,  on  the  Gold  Coast  in  1889;  in 
Kenya,  on  the  other  hand,  this  step  was  not  taken  until  1944.  Since  he 
appointed  the  council  members,  the  governor  of  course  effectively  retained 
all  decision-making  power.  The  introduction  of  elections  was  the  next  step: 
Ceylon,  1910;  Nigeria,  1922;  Sierra  Leone  and  Northern  Rhodesia,  1924; 
the  Gold  Coast,  1925.  At  first  the  elected  non-officials  were  in  the  minority 
and  although  they  could  oppose  the  government  and  voice  their  demands, 
they  could  exert  no  direct  pressure  on  the  executive  council.^^  Under  the 
pressure  of  the  white  and  non-white  elected  members,  this  tended  to 
lead  to  a  “non-official  elected  majority”,  meaning  that  a  kind  of  “semi¬ 
representative  government”  became  one  of  the  transitional  steps.  In  this 
case,  the  majority  consisted  neither  of  official  members  nor  of  elected 
representatives,  but  of  a  union  between  the  officials  and  the  appointed 
non-officials  who,  although  not  bound  to  their  instructions,  had  close  re¬ 
lations  with  the  government.  Jamaica  reached  this  semi-representative 
stage  as  early  as  1884,  Ceylon  in  1920  and  Guiana  in  1928.  A  genuine 
form  of  representative  government  which  would  correspond  to  our  “con¬ 
stitutional”,  i.e.  not  yet  fully  parliamentary,  system  was  granted  Cyprus  in 
1882,  Malta  in  1887,  and  Ceylon,  the  first  non-white  colony,  in  1924.  Here 
the  Legislative  Council  was  composed  of  twelve  officials,  two  appointed 
members  and  thirty-four  elected  members.  The  government,  however, 
still  retained  considerable  power  and  could  overrule  the  majority  decision 
in  questions  of  “paramount  importance”.  In  formal  terms,  however,  the 
legislative  power  was  taken  over  by  the  parliament  while  the  executive 
continued  to  be  vested  in  the  governor,  even  if  native  inhabitants  had 
been  appointed  to  the  executive  council.  Nevertheless,  this  represented  a 
step  beyond  the  Crown  Colony  system. 

Compared  to  the  policies  of  other  colonial  powers,  these  steps  towards 
self-government  took  place  very  early,  although  the  imperial  govern¬ 
ment  did  not  surrender  any  real  authority  and  still  retained  an  effective  in¬ 
strument  of  power  in  the  civil  service.  At  the  head  of  the  procession 
towards  autonomy  stood  the  white  colonies  Malta  and  Cyprus,  followed  by 
the  old  possessions  in  the  West  Indies  joined  by  Ceylon  in  Asia;  West 
Africa,  and  even  more.  East  Africa,  came  at  the  end,  and  kept  Crown 
Colony  status  until  after  the  Second  World  War.  Since  the  Legislative 
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Council  really  did  legislate  and  advise  and  oecasionally  also  passed  im¬ 
portant  resolutions  (by  eontrast  with  the  legislative  bodies  of  the  French 
colonies,  which  were  insignificant  or  represented  only  vested  interests),  it 
could  serve  to  familiarize  the  native  inhabitants  with  the  functioning  of 
Western-style  representative  institutions  and  give  them  a  part  in  political 
decision-making.  On  the  other  hand,  of  course,  the  eolonies  had  no 
direct  representation  in  the  British  Parliament, 

This  form  of  government  revealed  numerous  inherent  problems,  so  at 
most  it  eould  be  only  a  transitional  thing.  The  elected  representatives 
did  have  legislative  power,  budget  authority  and  the  instruments  of  con¬ 
trol,  but  no  direct  access  to  power.  They  could  refuse  government  pro¬ 
posals  and  introduce  their  own  motions,  but  they  eould  not  force  the 
government  to  accept  the  resolutions  they  passed.  The  government  eould 
not  be  overthrown  and  a  vote  of  no-confidence  did  not  lead  to  a  take¬ 
over  by  the  opposition.  It  was  impossible  to  avoid  friction  between  the 
Legislative  Council  and  the  government,  which  resulted  in  a  tendeney  to 
obstruction,  distrust  and  mutual  suspicion.  In  the  ease  of  Ceylon  this  fric¬ 
tion  even  penetrated  to  the  finance  committee,  where  it  produced  a  mixture 
of  legislation  and  administration  which  was  obviously  not  workable.  This 
problem,  more  or  less  common  in  constitutional  and  non-parliamentary 
governments,  was  intensified  in  the  colonies.  The  majority  of  the  members 
of  parliament  were  colonials,  and  as  such  representatives  of  the  non¬ 
white  elite;  they  spoke  for  the  nationalist  emancipation  movement  and 
with  their  extensive  demands  called  into  question  the  existing  con¬ 
stitution  and  tried  to  bring  the  colonial  regime  to  an  end.  Britain  did 
not  achieve  its  aim  of  satisfying  at  least  the  national  elite  by  giving  it 
political  responsibility  and  establishing  a  relationship  of  trust  based  on 
common  duties.  The  dangerous  conflict  that  resulted  could  lead  either  to 
blocking  government  actions  or  to  the  capitulation  of  the  government 
in  order  to  avoid  open  crisis.  This  conflict,  however,  was  not  new.  The 
tension  between  a  governor  appointed  by  the  king  as  holder  of  executive 
power,  and  a  council  elected  by  the  people  was  the  mainspring  of  the 
American  independence  movement.  The  drafting  of  Canada’s  constitution 
in  the  nineteenth  century  had  inspired  a  similar  movement,  but  there  it 
was  analysed  in  time  by  the  Durham  Report,  and  Canada  was  given 
dominion  status. 

Even  in  the  non-white  colonies  the  eleeted  parliament  naturally  directed 
its  efforts  to  gaining  responsible  government  as  soon  as  the  “stage”  of 
representative  government  had  been  reached.  But  responsible  government 
implied  the  decisive  and  critical  step  by  which  London  would  sur¬ 
render  its  control.  The  situation  had  become  eritical  in  Asia  during  the  in- 
ter-war  period  and  was  urgent  in  India.  Although  it  made  promises,  the 
British  Government  was  not  willing  to  honour  them  in  many  eases  on  the 
pretext  that  they  were  “premature”.  The  transition  to  a  multi-racial  Com¬ 
monwealth  still  seemed  like  the  dissolution  of  the  Empire,  so  London 
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tried  to  avoid  the  issue  of  representative  government  by  means  of  the 
“dyarchy”,  applying  it  first  in  the  individual  Indian  states.  A  simple  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  Morley-Minto  Reforms,  said  Lionel  Curtis,  would  neces¬ 
sarily  lead  to  a  “deadlock”  between  the  executive  and  the  legislature  and 
drive  both  to  despair.  The  only  alternative  he  saw  was  capitulation. 
The  dyarchy  could  be  described  as  “semi-responsible  government,”  since  a 
section  of  the  exective  power  was  made  parliamentary,  but  this  ingenious 
system  had  little  success  in  India,  nor  was  it  satisfactory  in  Malta— the 
constitution  of  1921  had  to  be  suspended  in  1930  and  again  in  1933. 
Cyprus  presented  a  similar  case.^® 

When  Ceylon  was  granted  representative  government  after  1923,  its 
situation  was  similar  to  India’s  in  1919.  Since  Ceylon  was  one  of  the  first 
of  the  Asian  and  African  colonies  to  be  granted  autonomy,  and  since  its 
constitutional  development  in  these  years  presents  aspects  of  some  gen¬ 
eral  significance,  we  will  analyze  it  in  detail. 

At  first  a  problem  arose  from  the  simple  fact  that  London  did  not 
want  to  grant  the  Ceylonese  responsible  government.  The  island  had 
great  economic  and  strategic  importance  and  London  felt  very  strongly 
that  British  presence  and  British  control  had  to  be  ensured.  But  once 
representative  government  had  been  achieved  according  to  the  formula 
we  have  outlined,  the  question  of  further  development  naturally  came 
up.  What  would  be  a  possible  solution  if  it  were  assumed  that  responsible 
government  and  therefore  dominion  status  were  out  of  the  question? 
The  internal  situation  raised  further  questions.  Ceylon  was  not  a  “na¬ 
tional”  entity  composed  of  a  body  of  people  of  equal  race,  religion, 
language  and  tradition;  it  was  composed  of  several  heterogeneous  “com¬ 
munities”:  Buddhist  Singhalese  and  Hindu  Tamils,  as  well  as  Muslims 
and  Christians.  These  communities  lived  separately,  although  they  could 
not  be  clearly  localized  in  geographic  terms.  This  “communal”  problem, 
which  can  be  compared  both  to  that  of  India  and  to  the  problem  of  na¬ 
tionalities  in  Eastern  Europe,  raised  the  question  of  whether  and  to 
what  extent  Western  constitutional  models  could  be  applied  to  a  situa¬ 
tion  in  which  there  was  no  “national  consensus”,  in  which  party  fronts 
proved  themselves  to  be  “communal  fronts”  and  the  minority  continually 
feared  being  outvoted  and  refused  to  be  incorporated  into  the  British 
representative  system.  The  attempt  to  take  a  further  step  towards  re¬ 
sponsible  government  and  thereby  if  not  to  solve  the  “communal  prob¬ 
lem,  at  least  to  take  it  into  account,  led  to  the  experimental  con¬ 
stitution  of  1931. 

In  the  late  autumn  of  1927  one  of  the  usual  parliamentary  commis¬ 
sions,  under  the  chairmanship  of  the  Earl  of  Donoughmore,  visited  Cey¬ 
lon  with  the  object  of  reporting  on  the  functioning  of  the  1924  con¬ 
stitution  and  submitting  proposals  for  reforms.  The  commission  presented 
its  report  in  June  1928.^®  After  stressing  the  transitory  nature  of  the 
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1924  ruling,  it  continued  with  a  pregnant  critique  of  the  representative 
government.  It  said  the  problem  lay,  as  we  have  said  above,  in  the  “divoree 
of  power  from  responsibility”,^^  which  had  led  the  parliamentary  system 
ad  absurdum  and  shifted  the  power  from  a  “responsible  Exeeutive  to  an 
irresponsible  Legislature”,  wrongly  undermining  the  position  of  the  gov¬ 
ernor  and  the  administration,  without  giving  the  Ceylonese  a  share  in  the 
responsibility.  The  eolony  was  the  main  vietim  of  this  situation,  sinee 
the  neeessary  corrective  measures  had  not  been  able  to  be  taken.  But,  the 
report  said,  blame  must  not  be  plaeed  on  the  Ceylonese  parliament;  it 
lay  in  the  system  itself. 

Retrogression  to  the  status  of  Crown  Colony  was  politically  intolerable 
since  Britain  wanted  to  take  a  step  forward,  “giving  responsibility  as  well 
as  power”.  The  Ceylonese  National  Congress  demanded  full  responsible 
government  with  a  view  to  possible  dominion  status  and  London  had  to 
substantiate  its  refusal  to  coneede  this.  So  the  report  asserted  that  the 
Ceylonese  did  not  yet  have  sufficient  experience  and  that  the  non- 
homogeneous  population  seemed  unsuited  for  talking  over  responsibility: 

A  condition  precedent  to  the  grant  of  full  responsible  government  must 
be  the  growth  of  a  public  opinion  which  will  make  that  grant  acceptable, 
not  only  to  one  section,  but  to  all  sections  of  the  people;  such  a  develop¬ 
ment  will  only  be  possible  if  under  a  new  constitution  the  members  of  the 
larger  communities  so  conduct  themselves  in  the  reformed  Council  as  to 
inspire  universal  confidence.®^ 

It  also  said  that  Ceylon  did  not  possess  the  necessary  political  parties  for 
a  parliamentary  regime  and  that  there  was  danger  of  an  oligarchic  minor¬ 
ity  rule: 

It  seems  hardly  necessary  to  observe  that  HMG  is  the  trustee  not  merely 
of  the  wealthier  and  more  highly  educated  elements  in  Ceylon  but  quite 
as  much  of  the  peasant  and  the  coolie,  and  of  all  those  poorer  classes 
which  form  the  bulk  of  the  population.  To  hand  over  the  interests  of  the 
latter  to  the  unfettered  control  of  the  former  would  be  a  betrayal  of  its 
trust.®® 

The  commission  thus  raised  three  main  arguments  against  granting  re¬ 
sponsible  government:  the  lack  of  administrative  experience,  the  lack  of 
national  unity,  and  the  fact  that  London  could  not  surrender  its  power  and 
responsibility  to  the  “educated”  minority  because  it  was  a  trustee  for  the 
uneducated  and  politically  unorganized  masses. 

These  arguments  are  familiar  from  the  Indian  debate  and  will  come  up 
again  in  the  discussion  on  Africa.  Considered  in  retrospect  they  reveal 
their  ambivalence.  It  is  easy  to  dismiss  them  as  “colonialist”  and  call  upon 
the  declared  principle  of  self-determination;  in  any  ease  the  colonial  power 
does  not  seem  to  be  the  right  tribunal  to  judge  the  “maturity”  and 


GREAT  BRITAIN 


93 

“ability”  of  its  subjects.  How  are  the  natives  to  gain  administrative  ex¬ 
perience  when  the  colonial  power  occupies  the  key  positions,  maintains 
social  discrimination  and  makes  decisions  based  on  its  own  absolute  power? 
One  could  say  that  the  “communal”  problem  was  consciously  played  up 
on  the  principle  of  divide  and  rule,  and  ask  who  indeed  could  be  the 
voice  of  the  people  if  not  the  Western-educated  elite.  And  it  is  obvious 
that  while  Great  Britain  pretended  to  consider  the  good  and  ill  of  the 
population,  it  in  fact  defended  concrete  interests.  The  arguments  put 
forward  to  justify  the  behaviour  of  the  colonial  power  also  substantiate 
its  refusal  to  comply  with  the  demands  of  the  nationalist  opposition.  It 
was  easy  to  dismiss  responsible  government  as  “premature”;  to  proclaim 
liberal  attitudes  and  defend  the  status  quo;  to  stipulate  conditions  that 
must  be  met  and  then  refuse  reforms. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  internal  justice  of  these  arguments  is  undeni¬ 
able.  Unless  a  territory  was  to  be  left  entirely  to  its  own  devices,  the  ques¬ 
tion  had  to  be  faced  whether  a  country  without  European  civilization 
possessed  the  necessary  qualifications  for  Western-style  self-government. 
Trusteeship  was  taken  seriously  and  the  commitment  to  “good  govern¬ 
ment”  was  not  just  an  empty  phrase.  Between  the  wars,  people  rightly 
feared  a  disruption  of  law  and  order  and  expected  a  “refeudalization” 
that  threatened  to  destroy  precisely  everything  in  which  the  colonial 
power  took  justified  pride.  Great  Britain  wished  to  give  the  impression 
that  it  was  granting  voluntary  and  not  compulsory  concessions;  but  as 
early  as  the  inter-war  period  this  was  no  longer  so.  Any  concessions  or 
steps  towards  self-government  were  directly  related  to  the  nationalist  move¬ 
ment;  they  were  undertaken  in  order  to  avoid  open  crisis,  to  win  over  the 
opposition,  or  to  split  it  and  temporarily  neutralize  it.  Nevertheless, 
Britain  did  attempt  to  gradually  share  a  part  of  the  administrative  and 
political  responsibility  with  the  colonial  peoples. 

This  also  applied  to  the  Geylon  Commission.  The  Conservative  govern¬ 
ment  did  not  want  to  refuse  reforms  and  certainly  did  not  want  to  adhere 
to  the  status  quo.  The  energy  with  which  the  Donoughmore  Commission 
tried  to  find  a  compromise  was  remarkable.  In  1928  the  commission's  re¬ 
port  suggested  transforming  the  Legislative  Council  into  a  State  Council 
which  in  turn  would  be  divided  into  committees;  the  elected  chairmen 
of  the  committees  were  to  act  as  heads  of  the  respective  administrative 
departments  and  form  a  kind  of  ministerial  council.  Each  minister  would 
be  solely  responsible  to  the  State  Council  and  could  be  forced  to  resign 
by  a  negative  vote.  In  this  way  the  commission  hoped  to  make  it  possible 
for  the  Ceylonese  to  have  responsible  power  over  the  executive  organs  and 
at  the  same  time  to  gain  experience  without  the  creation  of  a  cabinet 
system  on  the  British  model  or  a  form  of  dyarchy.  The  proposal  was  based 
on  the  model  of  the  London  County  Council  and  was  intended  to  help 
relieve  “communal”  frictions. 

The  commission  made  other  suggestions  too.  It  criticized  the  census 
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franchise  because  it  included  only  4  percent  of  the  population,  and  pro¬ 
posed  universal  suffrage.  The  traditional  social  class  of  the  voters  and 
representatives,  it  said,  had  resulted,  among  other  things,  in  Ceylon’s  lag¬ 
ging  behind  in  labour  rights  and  social  welfare;  moreover,  it  was  thought 
that  political  education  would  follow  from  the  exercise  of  the  franchise. 
Even  though  the  extension  of  the  franchise  was  intended  to  reduce  the 
power  of  the  oligarchic  opposition,  the  proposal  was  still  remarkable:  the 
colonial  power  had  taken  the  decisive  step  towards  universal  suffrage, 
which  implied  democratization! 

The  commission  also  wanted  to  abolish  “communal  representation”. 
For  a  long  time  the  British  Government  had  occupied  itself  with  the 
difficult  question  of  how  a  “just”  representation,  i.e.  one  which  satisfied 
the  different  communities,  was  possible  within  a  “Plural  Society”  (J.  S. 
Furnivall).®^  It  was  not  only  in  Asia  (India,  Burma,  Ceylon,  Malaya,  the 
Fiji  Islands)  that  the  problem  was  acute,  but  also  in  the  West  Indies,  East 
Africa,  Malta  and  Cyprus.  Since  the  minorities  definitely  refused  the 
usual  form  of  territorial  representation,  a  form  of  “communal”  representa¬ 
tion  had  been  introduced  in  which  each  community  formed  its  own 
electoral  body  from  which  it  chose  its  representatives  in  the  Legislative 
Council.  This  prevented  under-representation  or  even  repression  of  the 
minority  communities.  The  council  itself,  however,  was  not  divided  into 
separate  advisory  councils  as  in  the  French  colonies,  but  acted  in  unison. 
While  the  French  introduced  separate  electoral  bodies— coZZeges— in  order 
to  guarantee  representation  of  the  interests  of  the  minority  French 
colonials,  in  the  British  colonies,  with  the  exception  of  East  Africa,  com¬ 
munal  representation  meant  adequate  consideration  of  the  various  non¬ 
white  communities.®^  By  this  means,  Britain  hoped  to  calm  racial  and 
religious  tensions  and  to  pave  the  way  for  a  reconciliation  or  “nationaliza¬ 
tion”  of  the  various  groups.  The  possibility  of  playing  off  the  communi¬ 
ties  against  one  another  or  at  least  supporting  the  minorities  against  the 
majority  community  may  have  played  an  important  role  in  some  cases, 
and  then  it  led  not  to  reconciliation  but  to  maintaining  the  oppositions 
(as  in  the  case  of  Hindu-Muslim  relations  in  India).  But  it  would  be 
wrong  to  see  the  communal  electoral  bodies  as  no  more  than  an  in¬ 
strument  of  a  divide  and  rule  policy.  “Communal  vote”  was  simply 
becoming  an  urgent  issue:  Cyprus  (Muslims  and  non-Muslims)  and  India 
(1909)  came  first,  Ceylon  followed  in  1910;  the  problem  of  the  Indian 
minority  in  Kenya  came  up  in  1919,  and  in  1924  in  the  Straits  Settle¬ 
ments  the  Europeans,  Malayans,  Indians,  Chinese  and  Eurasians  were 
brought  into  “equilibrium”  by  means  of  communal  representation. 

The  expected  relaxing  of  racial  and  religious  tensions  was  only  partial. 
As  early  as  1918  the  Montagu-Chelmsford  Report  had  approved  abolishing 
communal  representation  in  India.  The  Ceylon  Commission  made  the 
same  recommendation.®®  It  said  that  the  aim  of  according  democratic 
institutions  with  the  “plural  society”  and  thereby  promoting  “unity”  had 
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not  been  achieved;  mutual  suspicion  was  still  rife,  and  in  fact  the  separate 
electoral  bodies  had  only  made  the  capsulating  of  the  communities  that 
much  plainer.  Now  that  the  1923  constitution  allowed  for  deputies  elected 
on  a  purely  territorial  basis  apart  from  creating  “communal”  mandates, 
the  commission  proposed  a  purely  territorial  representation.  The  additional 
appointment  of  some  members  of  the  State  Council  was  designed  to  give 
more  consideration  in  the  future  to  particular  communities,  among  them 
the  Europeans. 

The  proposals  of  the  Donoughmore  Commission  were  approved  by  the 
British  Government  and  Ceylon  obtained  a  constitution  based  on  the 
report’s  proposals  in  1931.  Both  the  report  and  the  constitution  found  sur¬ 
prisingly  unanimous  support.  The  conservatives  could  not  very  well  op¬ 
pose  proposals  made  by  a  commission  appointed  by  the  Conservative 
government.  The  Times  was  reticent,  speaking  of  a  “courageous  attempt” 
and  describing  the  universal  franchise  as  a  “bold  step”  and  the  reform  as 
“experimental”;  but  it  did  not  oppose  it  either.®^  The  Round  Table 
actively  supported  it,®®  and  even  though  one  of  its  articles  was  sharply 
critical,  expressing  doubts  about  the  functioning  of  the  new  constitution, 
this  attitude  was  intended  to  defend  the  parliamentary  system  and  not  to 
dispute  the  need  for  a  new  step  towards  responsible  government.®®  The 
liberal  Manchester  Guardian  had  already  discussed  the  transition  to  re¬ 
sponsible  government  in  February  1928  and  asked  the  relevant  question; 
“Is  there  a  half-way  house  between  representative  government  and  re¬ 
sponsible  government?”  It  said  the  dyarchy  had  not  proved  itself  and  that 
a  step  forward  would  have  to  be  taken;  of  the  Asian  colonies  it  thought 
the  most  suitable  for  such  an  experiment  was  Ceylon.^®  The  Labour 
opposition  also  welcomed  the  participation  of  Ceylonese  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration,  the  general  franchise  and  the  abolishing  of  communal  representa¬ 
tion.^^  By  this  attitude  the  Labour  government  of  1929  was  able  to 
avoid  taking  initiatives  of  its  own  and  to  limit  itself  to  carrying  out  the 
conservative  proposals. 

With  the  new  constitution  a  decisive  step  had  been  taken  from  rep¬ 
resentative  to  responsible  government,  though  not  in  the  parliamentary 
sense.  The  Ceylonese  took  over  the  government  offices  and  were  re¬ 
sponsible  to  elected  deputies.  Great  Britain,  it  is  true,  was  still  in  control 
of  foreign  policy  and  the  governor  with  his  reserved  powers  and  his  sub¬ 
ordinate  officials  continued  to  control  important  decisions.  Still,  Britain 
had  taken  the  critical  step  in  which  it  surrendered  a  part  of  the  executive 
power  and  effectively  introduced  decolonization.  Now  British  domination 
could  be  maintained  only  by  agreement  with  the  Ceylonese  elite  if  Britain 
wanted  to  avoid  conflict  and  its  unforeseeable  consequences.  That  this 
path  led  to  responsible  government  was  evident,  although  remarkably  lit¬ 
tle  attention  was  paid  to  this  fact  in  Great  Britain  and  it  continued  to 
be  treated  as  non- topical.  Perhaps  this  was  because  of  British  pragmatism 
which  did  not  want  to  concern  itself  with  what  appeared  to  be  the  dis- 
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tant  future,  perhaps  because  the  Indian  question  stood  in  the  forefront 
and  the  important  decisions  related  to  the  Empire  were  being  made 
there.  But  we  must  contrast  the  situation  in  Ceylon  with  that  in  Indochina 
and  Indonesia,  where  institutional  structures  had  scarcely  changed  in  the 
inter-war  years,  where  the  representative  bodies  were  insignificant  and  the 
number  of  electors  small,  where  very  few  “natives”  could  rise  to  the  upper 
administrative  ranks  and  the  colonial  power  was  certainly  not  prepared  to 
relax  its  domination.  The  Donoughmore  Report  and  the  Ceylon  con¬ 
stitution  of  1931  were  also  an  interesting  attempt  to  find  a  constitutional 
system  that  was  compatible  with  a  plural  society.  An  important  passage  of 
the  report  reads: 

It  must  be  our  aim  not  slavishly  to  follow  the  forms  and  practice  of  the 
British  model  which  was  not  designed  to  meet  conditions  similar  to  those 
obtaining  in  Ceylon,  but  to  devise  a  scheme  in  consonance  with  local 
circumstances,  a  scheme  which  will  be  concerned  not  to  reflect  an  alien 
philosophy  but  to  give  free  play  to  the  peculiar  genius  of  the  Ceylonese 
themselves  and  above  all  a  scheme  which  may  bring  about  a  resolute 
handling  of  social  and  economic  questions  before,  as  in  most  Western 
lands,  they  have  grown  too  complicated  to  remedy.^ 

Martin  Wight,  the  outstanding  expert  on  colonial  institutions,  com¬ 
mented  on  these  words:  “There  is  not  a  more  representative  statement 
of  the  aims  of  British  colonial  policy  in  the  twentieth  century!”^®  This 
may  be  an  exaggeration,  but  it  is  worth  noting.  Wight  is  saying  that  this  is 
the  first  time  the  general  validity  of  the  British  system  of  government  has 
been  ‘  oflScially”  doubted;  its  significance  as  a  model  is  being  questioned 
and  the  report  is  postulating  the  need  to  seek  other  forms  of  democratic 
institutions.  For  the  future,  self-government  or  responsible  government 
could  not  simply  be  equated  with  parliamentary  government. 

The  question  of  the  possibility  of  transplanting  the  European  system  of 
government,  which  was  revived  in  the  post-colonial  era,  was  not  new.  It 
would  be  worth  engaging  in  separ.  j  examinations  to  see  how  it  was 
answered  at  different  times  in  Great  Britain  and  in  France.  We  have 
already  pointed  out  that  before  1914  the  Asian  and  African  peoples  were 
considered  incapable  of  self-government.  By  stressing  the  racial  and  re¬ 
ligious  problems  of  the  “coloured”  world,  the  discrepancy  between  a 
small  elite  and  the  uneducated  masses,  the  absence  of  a  middle  class  and 
the  alleged  absence  of  a  sense  of  political  responsibility,  it  became  easy 
to  expose  the  liberal  “illusion”  and  to  warn  against  blessing  the  Asians  or 
even  Africans  with  highly  developed,  complex  and  traditional  British 
institutions.  The  theory  that  the  adoption  of  the  British  representative 
system  with  its  elections,  parliaments  and  responsible .  government  was 
impossible  in  non-white  areas  could  be  used  as  an  argument  against  any 
form  of  self-government  and  served  to  justify  continued  domination. 
After  1919  the  arguments  became  ambivalent  and  changed  character. 


GREAT  BRITAIN 


97 

Perhaps  conservatives  still  adhered  to  the  old  theories,  but  liberal  ad¬ 
ministrators,  publicists  and  politicians  began  to  raise  the  question  of 
whether  the  British  representative  system  could  really  serve  as  a  model  for 
the  constitutional  development  of  the  colonies.  Experiences  in  colonial 
administration  and  the  development  of  ethnographic  research,  which  ex¬ 
amined  the  structures  of  non-European  societies,  described  their  specific 
systems  of  authority  and  pointed  out  both  the  age  and  the  complexity  of 
these  systems,  raised  doubts  as  to  the  accuracy  of  traditionally  held 
opinions.  The  concept  of  self-government  had  to  be  redefined;  Western- 
style  elections  and  parliamentary  systems  might  not  be  suitable  for  societies 
with  different  structures  and  traditions;  the  task  was  to  develop  suitable  in¬ 
stitutions  for  these  societies— not  with  any  purpose  other  than  self-govern¬ 
ment,  and  by  appropriate  means.  Self-government,  it  was  said,  must  not 
be  an  artificially  supported  representative  system  of  the  British  type,  which 
functioned  unsatisfactorily  if  at  all;  rather  it  should  make  possible  the 
adoption  of  government  responsibility  and  forms  of  decision-making  com¬ 
patible  with  the  traditions  and  problems  of  the  respective  inhabitants 
without  thereby  being  undemocratic  or  untimely.  The  Donoughmore 
Commission  made  an  attempt  in  this  direction  and  in  West  Africa  there 
were  similar  efforts.  “Indirect  Rule”  helped  its  protagonists  to  found  an 
“African”  system  of  government. 

However,  these  were  minor  aspects  rather  than  characteristics  of 
British  colonial  policy  between  the  wars.  They  deserve  some  mention 
in  our  context  because  they  give  evidence  of  the  new  tendencies,  of 
the  pragmatic  British  attitude  and  of  the  autonomy  gained  by  the 
colonies  within  the  Empire.  The  same  cannot  be  said  for  the  French 
colonial  situation.  But  the  course  was  not  pursued  consistently,  nor 
was  it  always  successful;  even  the  Ceylon  experiment  soon  proved  un¬ 
satisfactory  and  was  dropped.  The  English  must  have  found  it  difficult 
to  accept  systems  other  than  their  own  or  even  to  introduce  them 
into  their  own  domains,  since  they  were  still  convinced  of  the  excellence 
of  British  institutions  and  had  little  knowledge  of  others.  Even  when 
they  created  special  arrangements  like  the  dyarchy,  indirect  elections 
or  federations,  these  were  incorporated  into  a  British  parliamentary  sys¬ 
tem.  The  question  of  whether  the  American  presidential  system  or  the 
Swiss  Federal  Council  were  perhaps  better  suited  to  the  eolonial  situation 
and  would  ensure  the  necessary  stability  was  seldom  raised.  Later  it  was 
pointed  out  on  Britain’s  behalf,  and  with  some  right,  that  Britain  could 
not  act  otherwise  than  according  to  British  institutions.  It  was  easy  to 
theorize  and  to  draft  constitutions,  it  was  said;  but  it  was  a  different 
thing  altogether  to  put  them  into  practice  and  enforce  them.  A  colonial 
administrative  service  could  best  introduce  those  institutions  with  which 
each  individual  official  was  most  familiar.  Nor  must  it  be  overlooked  that 
the  speakers  for  the  emancipation  movements  demanded  British  institu¬ 
tions,  whether  because  they  wanted  to  take  the  mother  country  at  its  word. 
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or  because  they  too  knew  only  the  theory  and  practice  of  the  British 
system  and  therefore  did  not  question  its  exemplary  nature  or  effective¬ 
ness.  A  large  number  of  the  nationalist  leaders  had  been  educated  in 
British  universities,  often  studying  law,  and  often  also  had  practical  ex¬ 
perience  in  their  own  legislative  councils.  The  Nehru  Report  of  1928,  for 
instance,  was  based  on  the  British  system.  If  the  colonial  power  tried  to 
suggest  or  introduce  a  different  kind  of  system  or  special  institutions,  this 
was  considered  discrimination  and  refused.  This  kind  of  criticism  was 
levelled  at  the  1931  Ceylon  constitution. 

In  a  curious  unanimity  of  opinion,  which  perhaps  was  symptomatic 
of  the  colonial  occupation,  in  years  to  come  both  the  constitutional 
experts  of  the  Colonial  Office  and  the  nationalists  in  the  colonies 
used  the  British  governmental  system  as  a  model.  Responsible  govern¬ 
ment  as  the  final  aim  of  constitutional  development  was  understood 
as  parliamentary  government.  In  accordance  with  the  specifically  British 
combination  of  basically  conservative  principles  with  a  pragmatic  adapta¬ 
bility  to  the  concrete  situation,  the  different  colonies  at  their  various 
stages  of  development  had  a  great  variety  of  special  rulings,  whether  in 
the  electoral  system,  the  composition  of  the  councils  or  their  powers. 
Each  colony,  even  if  it  was  geographically  a  neighbour  to  the  next, 
such  as  Nigeria  and  the  Gold  Coast,  was  treated  independently  and  in 
the  course  of  decades  obtained  a  series  of  constitutions  which  in  each 
case  were  laboriously  worked  out  by  the  governor  and  the  Colonial 
Office— often  with  the  assistance  of  parliamentary  research  commissions; 
at  a  later  stage,  negotiations  would  take  place  in  London  with  deputies 
of  the  nationalist  parties— even  though  they  were  sometimes  unsuccessful 
—so  as  to  reach  a  compromise  solution  and  at  least  to  obtain  temporary 
collaboration  from  the  nationalist  opposition.  This  occurred  in  Egypt 
and  India  between  the  wars,  in  Ceylon  during  the  Second  World  War, 
in  West  Africa  in  the  late  1940s,  in  East  Africa  around  i960.  But  diverse 
as  the  different  rulings  were,  and  flexible  as  Great  Britain  proved 
itself  in  dealing  with  the  individual  institutional  problems  of  the  dif¬ 
ferent  colonies,  the  unbroken  thread  by  which  London,  the  trustee,  led 
the  parts  of  the  Empire  from  Crown  Colony  status  to  self-government, 
remained  visible. 
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COLONIAL  DEVELOPMENT,  1929-1940 


At  first  the  dominions  were  also  the  focus  of  imperial  economic  policy 
after  1919.  During  the  First  World  War  France  had  become  aware  of 
the  economic  importance  of  its  overseas  colonies  and  in  the  1920s 
Albert  Sarraut  made  the  economic  development  of  the  colonies  into  a 
formal  programme;  but  in  England  similar  considerations  concerned 
the  Commonwealth  rather  than  the  Dependent  Empire.^  Admittedly, 
the  colonies  supplied  important  raw  materials  and  food,  but  Britain 
considered  India  and  the  dominions  far  more  important  as  economic 
partners  than  the  colonies,  since  they  bought  British  industrial  goods 
and  offered  opportunities  for  investing  British  capital.  Moreover,  the 
dominions  had  fiscal  sovereignty  and  were  beginning  to  industrialize 
while  Great  Britain,  economically  weakened  by  the  war,  was  facing  a 
structural  crisis.^  This  explains  why  the  dominions  came  first.  We  have 
briefly  mentioned  Lord  Beaverbrook’s  Empire  Free  Trade  campaign  and 
the  Ottawa  agreements  in  1932  (cf.  p.  55).  But,  characteristically,  these 
efforts  towards  an  imperial  economic  system  primarily  concerned  the 
dominions  and  applied  to  the  colonies  only  indirectly. 

Unlike  France,  in  England  the  term  “development”,  as  the  expres¬ 
sion  of  a  new  imperial  and  colonial  attitude  and  an  answer  to  the 
economic  difficulties  of  the  mother  country,  is  seldom  found  applied 
to  the  Dependent  Empire  in  the  post-war  years.  During  the  war,  a 
self-appointed  Empire  Resources  Development  Committee  was  formed 
which  suggested  that  British  war  debts  abroad  could  be  speedily  re¬ 
paid  by  ruthlessly  stepping  up  colonial  production.  Quite  apart  from 
its  doubtful  value  in  practical  terms,  this  plan  was  rejected  by  the 
British  Government  and  violently  criticized  by  such  men  as  Lord  Lugard: 
they  said  it  implied  a  plantation  system,  would  lead  to  unlimited  exploita¬ 
tion  of  native  labour  and  was  incompatible  with  trusteeship.®  So,  by 
contrast  with  the  situation  after  1945?  the  economic  development  of 
the  colonies  was  neither  planned  nor  encouraged  by  London  after  the 
First  World  War.  It  remained  based  on  the  potentials  of  the  respective 
territory  and  on  the  world  market.  We  referred  earlier  to  the  sometimes 
astonishing  increases  in  individual  areas  of  production:  cocoa  on  the 
Gold  Coast,  petroleum  and  coconut  oil  in  Nigeria,  cotton  in  the  Sudan 
and  Uganda,  coffee  in  Kenya,  copper  in  Northern  Rhodesia,  tin  and 
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unrefined  rubber  in  Malaya.  The  colonies  had  no  economic  ties  with 
the  mother  country,  for  it  neither  committed  itself  to  buy  nor  did  it 
privilege  its  exports  to  the  colonies  by  a  tariff  policy.  In  contrast  to 
France,  Great  Britain  maintained  its  old  policy  of  Free  Trade:  import 
or  export  duties  were  fiscal  policies  which  benefited  the  colonial  budget, 
and  until  1932  they  contained  few  if  any  preferences  for  the  mother 
country. 

The  principle  of  “financial  self-sufficiency”— meaning  that  the  colonies 
had  to  finance  themselves  out  of  their  own  resources— applied  in 
the  British  Empire  as  it  did  in  the  French  colonies;  the  colony  paid 
no  dues  to  the  mother  country  and  their  contributions  to  their  own 
defence  costs  were  usually  low  and  were  mainly  borne  by  London.  On 
the  other  hand,  they  obtained  no  direct  financial  aid  either.  The  Colonial 
Office  urged  self-sufficiency  and  contributed  to  the  regular  budget  in 
only  a  few  areas.^  London  was  proud  of  having  built  up  this  relation¬ 
ship  because  it  seemed  to  belie  any  reproach  of  exploitation  and  to 
underline  the  autonomy  of  the  colony.  Consequently  the  colonial  ad¬ 
ministration  had  to  pay  for  such  services  as  schools,  sanitation  and 
economic  development  out  of  its  own  budget,  which  limited  its  potentiali¬ 
ties.  It  had  to  postpone  any  “unproductive”  expenditures  and,  apart 
from  some  research  and  assistance  in  agriculture,  chiefly  devoted  itself 
to  developing  the  infrastructure.  The  extension  of  the  railway  system, 
the  ports  and  roads  came  first;  this  seemed  justified  both  in  the  interest 
of  the  British  economy  and  with  regard  to  the  colonial  budget.®  The 
economically  stronger  colonies  had  the  advantage  here.  On  the  Gold 
Coast  for  instance.  Governor  Guggisberg  was  able  to  introduce  a  gener¬ 
ous  development  programme  in  the  1920s  and  to  finance  the  exemplary 
Achimota  College®  out  of  the  rapidly  rising  cocoa  profits.  But  the  poorer 
colonies  who  most  needed  special  developmental  aid  lagged  behind. 
A  similar  kind  of  vicious  circle  occurred  in  the  case  of  the  debts  incurred 
in  London  for  specific  projects:  since  the  interest  and  capital  repayments 
burdened  the  budget,  the  richer  territories  could  make  more  use  of  this 
method  of  financing  their  development  than  could  the  poorer  ones. 

This  traditional  financial  policy  forced  the  colonial  administration  to 
pay  particular  attention  to  raising  its  revenues.  They  could  be  increased 
by  raising  the  income  tax,  which  immediately  forced  the  natives  to 
work  harder  and  thus  produced  a  new  kind  of  forced  labour;  or  they 
could  be  increased  by  forcibly  increasing  export  production,  which,  how¬ 
ever,  meant  that  food  production  for  local  needs  and  long-term  projects 
were  neglected.'^  Since  the  colonial  firms’  private  investments  were  con¬ 
centrated  on  staple  products,  the  administration  was  obliged  to  take 
special  care  to  improve  traditional  agriculture  and  to  promote  a  more 
stable  economic  development. 

The  effects  of  the  world  slump  were  catastrophic,  and  in  the  1930s 
they  led  to  strikes  and  civil  disturbances  in  Northern  Rhodesia,  on 
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the  Gold  Coast  and  in  the  West  Indies.  Ottawa  did  not  manage  to 
provide  any  help.  International  agreements  made  preferences  impossible 
in  important  colonies  (e.g.  the  Gold  Coast,  Nigeria,  Northern  Rhodesia, 
Tanganyika);  in  any  case  the  production  exceeded  the  British  market’s 
capacity  to  absorb.  The  producers  of  sugar,  tropical  fruits  and  tobacco— 
i.e.  mainly  the  West  Indies,  Mauritius,  Nyasaland,  Cyprus— profited  from 
the  mother  country’s  preferences  while  the  privileges  on  British  imports 
were  rather  prejudicial  to  colonies  such  as  Gambia,  Sierra  Leone,  Ceylon 
and  Malaya.  The  system  of  preferences  further  promoted  the  tendency 
to  concentrate  on  certain  export  products,  although  it  had  long  been 
realized  that  diversification  was  an  urgent  task.^ 

Since  colonial  budgets  were  reduced,  little  could  be  done  for  the 
branches  of  the  economy  affected  by  the  crisis.  Conservative  governments 
were  hardly  ready  to  intervene,  even  in  the  mother  country.  So  the 
colonial  economies  largly  relied  on  free  competition,  although,  in  the 
absence  of  trade-unions,  the  term  “competition”  can  be  used  only  in 
a  limited  sense;  usually  a  few  major  firms  controlled  the  market.  The 
administration  seldom  intervened  in  matters  of  price  and  income.  Even 
when  the  African  cocoa  planters  on  the  Gold  Coast  replied  to  an 
agreement  among  the  trade  firms  to  keep  prices  down  by  a  strike  and 
consumer  boycott,  the  governor  tried  to  remain  “neutral”  although  a 
commission  of  enquiry  had  agreed  that  there  was  considerable  justice 
in  the  African  protests.  The  Cocoa  Marketing  Board  was  not  set  up 
until  1947.® 

But  although  the  administration  hardly  promoted  industrialization  in 
the  1930s,  it  did  fix  quotas  on  the  import  of  cheap  Japanese  goods 
(cf.  p.  16).  The  Malayans,  the  Ceylonese  and  the  elected  members  in 
the  Gold  Coast  and  Nigeria  protested  in  their  legislative  councils,  but 
without  much  success.  The  Empire  historian  Coupland  also  found  reason 
to  protest  against  these  and  similar  measures:  he  said  the  government 
speaker  Runciman,  by  referring  to  “our  markets”,  admitted  that  he 
was  concerned  with  protecting  Lancashire.  Great  Britain  was  asserting 
that  it  saw  trusteeship  as  a  partnership;  Britain  had  proposed  the  preference 
agreements  to  the  legislative  councils,  but  as  long  as  the  latter  were  not 
really  representative  and  since  in  the  final  analysis  they  had  to  obey 
London,  this  partnership  was  still  highly  dubious;  Ceylon  had  had  reason 
to  reject  it.  “To  talk  of  ‘co-operation’  unless  we  are  sure  it  is  voluntary 
goes  far  to  justify  what  is  said  abroad  of  our  national  hypocrisy. 

This  trade  policy  derived  from  nineteenth-century  laissez-faire  which 
was  intended  to  be  a  form  of  trusteeship  that  undertook  to  guarantee 
protection  and  order,  but  not  “development”.  Could  the  individual 
colonies  survive  and  be  brought  closer  to  self-government  in  this  way? 
Could  areas  that  were  poor  in  natural  resources  and  burdened  by  climatic 
conditions,  tropical  diseases,  primitive  living  conditions,  rudimentary 
schooling  and  small  capital,  areas  which  since  and  because  of  the  intro- 
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duction  of  the  capitalist  economic  system  and  Western  legislation  suf¬ 
fered  from  social  imbalance  and  in  addition  were  faced  with  an  increasing 
population  problem  “develop”  on  their  own  and  achieve  stability? 

There  was  no  lack  of  criticism  of  this  policy.  Colonial  reformers 
and  the  Labour  party  described  the  poverty  of  the  native  inhabitants, 
spoke  of  exploitation,  referred  to  particularly  glaring  cases  and  pointed 
out  the  utter  inadequacy  of  achievements  so  far;  they  said  social  legisla¬ 
tion  must  be  developed,  education  promoted  and  the  standard  of  hygiene 
raised.  The  question  of  who  was  to  pay  for  these  measures  was  scarcely 
ever  answered.  The  fact  that  a  considerably  larger  investment,  especially 
in  the  poorer  colonies,  would  require  financial  aid  from  the  mother 
country’s  budget  was  either  not  realized  or  was  passed  over.  The  same 
applied  to  the  question  of  industrialization:  liberal  administrators  and 
missionary  reformers  preferred  to  prevent  industrialization,  perhaps  not 
because  they  wanted  to  preserve  the  traditional  social  structures  but  to 
avoid  disrupting  them  prematurely.  The  Labour  party  representatives  had 
to  consider  their  supporters,  who  understandably  enough  showed  no 
interest  in  colonial  competition. 

This  attitude  was  slow  to  change.  We  have  mentioned  Lord  Milner 
as  a  forerunner  (cf.  p.  41);  his  interest  in  the  colonies  did  not  stem 
from  concern  for  the  natives,  rather  he  wanted  to  use  the  “almost 
immeasurable  economic  potentialities”  of  the  colonies  to  overcome  the 
British  slump:  “What  have  we  to  show  comparable  to  the  wonderful 
development  of  Morocco  under  the  brilliant  and  energetic  guidance  of 
General  Lyautey?”  In  East  Africa,  he  said,  the  German  planters  had 
been  driven  out  and  their  plantations  left  to  go  to  ruin,  endangering 
the  natives’  living  conditions.  “Do  not  let  us  starve  Kenya  and  Tangan¬ 
yika!”  Many  territories  could  supply  raw  materials,  but  they  needed 
roads,  railways  and  irrigation.  The  Golonial  Office  was  the  “Ginderella 
of  the  great  Public  Departments”;  in  the  other  ministries  the  electorate 
and  its  parliamentary  deputies  saw  to  it  that  credits  were  granted  and 
cuts  in  expenditure  avoided!  It  was  a  paradox,  he  said,  that  the  dominions 
were  speeding  up  their  economic  growth  once  they  had  achieved  self- 
government.  In  the  Dependent  Empire  this  was  the  task  of  the  mother 
country.  Milner  proposed  an  “Imperial  Development  Fund”  to  supply 
the  colonies  with  the  necessary  credits  “which  is  all  they  need  to  start 
them  on  the  path  of  progress”.^^  This  demand  was  new  and  anticipated 
future  developments,  even  though  it  was  primarily  concerned  with  serv¬ 
ing  the  interests  of  the  mother  country  and  aimed  at  economic  expansion 
rather  than  an  extension  of  social  services. 

The  report  of  the  1925  East  Africa  Gommission,  headed  by  Ormsby- 
Gore,  went  a  step  further.12  It  said  that  at  that  time  only  Kenya  could 
obtain  loans  under  the  Golonial  Stock  Act,  whereas  this  was  difficult 
for  the  mandates  and  protectorates,  which  depended  on  the  goodwill 
of  the  finance  minister.  Tanganyika  had  not  yet  recovered  from  its  war 
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losses  nor  regained  its  pre-war  standard  of  living;  actual  grants  would 
presumably  no  longer  be  necessary,  but  one  way  or  another  the  extension 
of  “the  necessary  services”  must  not  fail  owing  to  lack  of  funds.  Loans 
must  be  granted  on  the  best  possible  terms.  Long-term  development 
projects  could  not  be  met  from  the  colonies’  own  resources  and  made 
it  necessary  to  introduce  new  methods.  In  conclusion  the  report  stated: 
“The  outstanding  problem  is  the  finance  of  such  undertakings.  It  is 
clear  to  us  that  unless  tlie  Imperial  Government  is  prepared  to  assist 
liberally  in  this  matter,  little  or  nothing  can  be  done.”^*  In  a  supple¬ 
mentary  memorandum,  the  liberal  F.  C.  Linfield  even  suggested  an 
“Imperial  Development  Board”  (it  is  not  certain  whether  he  was  in¬ 
fluenced  by  Milner)  which,  furnished  with  three  million  pounds  a 
year,  could  undertake  the  necessary  research  and  plan  long-term  projects.^^ 
Since  it  was  hoped  that  these  resources  and  investments  would  provide 
orders  for  British  industry,  the  new  attitude  was  described  as  “enlightened 
self-interest”.^® 

It  was  the  advent  of  the  economic  crisis  that  brought  these  proposals 
into  public  discussion.  “Development”  consequently  became  an  issue 
in  the  1929  elections.  In  a  speech  on  18  April,  the  conservative  Stanley 
Baldwin  stated: 

We  are  not  quite  satisfied  with  the  progress  we  have  made  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  Colonies.  We  shall  provide  out  of  Imperial  funds  such 
sums  as  are  required  to  pay  the  interest  for  the  initial  years  of  fruitful 
schemes  in  the  Colonies,  which  would  otherwise  be  postponed.  We  pro¬ 
pose  to  establish  an  independent  commission  for  this  purpose.^® 

This  meant  that  loans  were  to  be  granted,  as  before,  but  in  addition 
direct  credits  from  the  budget  were  to  be  made  available  to  the  colonies. 
The  Conservative  party  deelared  in  their  electoral  programme:  A 
Colonial  Development  Fund  will  be  created  to  assist  Colonial  Govern¬ 
ment  in  financing  approved  projects  of  development.”^’^  The  Times 
supported  the  programme  and  accused  Labour  and  Liberal  members 
of  wanting  only  to  combat  unemployment  at  home  or  of  being  unin¬ 
terested  in  imperial  issues,  as  were  Snowden  and  Lloyd  George.  It  re¬ 
minded  its  readers  of  Joseph  Chamberlain,  stressed  the  colonies’  con¬ 
sumer  power  and  repeated  Leo  Amery’s  formula:  Here  indeed  is 
the  new  economie  world  which  may  be  called  in  to  redress  the  balance 
of  the  old.”’®  The  Conservative  party  had  not  taken  much  notice  of 
the  development  of  the  colonies  in  the  1920s;  but  now,  at  the  moment 
of  crisis,  it  recalled  its  imperial  past  and  proposed  the  Colonial  Develop¬ 
ment  Fund  as  a  means  of  overcoming  the  erisis. 

The  Labour  government  took  up  the  Conservative  party  proposal  and 
put  it  into  practice.  In  July  1929  Parliament  passed  the  Colonial  Develop¬ 
ment  Act,  which  provided  one  million  pounds  a  year  from  budget  funds 
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“for  the  purpose  of  aiding  and  developing  agriculture  and  industry  in 
the  colonies  and  territories  and  thereby  promoting  commerce  with 
industry  in  the  United  Kingdom”.^®  Agriculture,  transport  and  water¬ 
works  were  mentioned  explieitly,  as  was  the  “promotion  of  public 
health”  and  agricultural  and  technical  training,  but  not  education  in 
general,  such  as  the  building  of  schools!  The  special  fund  was  not 
intended  to  eover  current  administrative  expenditures,  but  to  help  finanee 
productivity.  At  the  same  time  it  was  to  help  the  ailing  industry  in  the 
mother  country  to  obtain  orders,  thereby  implying  that  the  Colonial 
Development  Fund  was  largely  designed  to  combat  British  unemploy¬ 
ment,  both  directly  and  indirectly.®®  This  argument  was  considered  very 
weighty  in  the  parliamentary  debate  and  the  government  used  it  to 
carry  through  the  bill.®^  Although  it  was  supported  by  both  parties, 
it  encountered  a  certain  amount  of  distrust.  The  right  wing  feared  state 
intervention  at  the  cost  of  private  initiative,  waste  of  money  and  uncon¬ 
trollable  bureaucratic  entanglements  on  the  part  of  the  Colonial  Office; 
while  the  former  Liberal  and  now  Labour  M.P.  Colonel  Wedgwood 
objected  that  in  Africa,  as  opposed  to  the  situation  in  the  mother  country, 
the  problem  was  not  so  much  unemployment  as  lack  of  employment 
and  that  the  native  peoples'  labour  force  was  being  exploited.  This,  he 
thought,  would  be  aggravated  if  budget  funds  were  spent  to  build  railways 
and  bridges.  The  export  firms  and  the  East  African  settlers  would 
profit  most  and  only  a  small  part  of  the  money  would  be  spent  on 
the  country  itself.  In  addition  by  exploiting  new  coalfields  with  cheap 
black  labour,  it  was  said,  England’s  already  heavily  struck  coal-mining 
industry  would  be  further  damaged.®®  But  James  Griffiths,  the  future 
colonial  minister  of  the  Labour  party,  said:  “I  understood  the  whole 
object  of  the  Bill  was  to  promote  work  in  this  eountry.”®®  This  was 
in  fact  the  main  reason  for  granting  money  in  the  following  years.®^ 
No  doubt  numerous  projects  were  finaneed  whieh  benefited  the  territory 
itself  and  directly  served  the  interests  of  the  natives,  but  the  aim  largely 
remained  “colonialist”  and  only  partly  complied  with  the  idea  of  trustee¬ 
ship.  Macmillan  points  out,  perhaps  over-critieally,  that  the  natives  did 
not  so  much  need  railways  as  schools,  hospitals  and  modernization  of 
local  food  production;  the  projeets  being  promoted  were  often  a  heavy 
burden  on  the  local  and  colonial  budgets,  sinee  only  part  of  the  money 
could  be  given  as  a  grant,  and  did  not  raise  the  standard  of  living  or 
inerease  the  purchasing  power  of  the  natives.®® 

We  must  also  note  that  the  sum  allocated  in  1929  was  actually  very 
small.  What  indeed  was  the  use  of  a  million  pounds  a  year  for  the 
enormous  area  of  the  Dependent  Empire?  This  did  not  prevent  the 
Economist,  speakers  in  Parliament  and  other  publieists  from  referring 
to  an  aet  “on  generous  lines”  that  would  permit  “a  wide  range  of 
activities”.®®  The  Liberal  party  leader  Samuel  even  asserted  that  the 
colonies  were  “highly  prosperous”  whereas  the  British  taxpayer  was 
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overburdened  since  the  war,  and  demanded  of  the  government  “that 
the  burden  ought  not  to  be  laid  solely  [!]  upon  the  shoulders  of  the 
British  taxpayer  of  promoting  these  further  developments”.  The  one 
million  pounds  should  facilitate  short-term  investments  and  then  be 
made  available  again^’^ — as  though  this  annual  sum  could  represent  a 
significant  burden  on  the  mother  country  and  its  tax-payer!  Such  opinions 
revealed  prejudice  against  the  colonies  and  their  inhabitants  and  igno¬ 
rance  of  their  real  problems— an  attitude  which  strangely  contradicted 
Britain’s  proud  sense  of  Empire  and  hardly  complied  with  its  claim  to 
trusteeship.  According  to  general  opinion,  the  colonies  were  always 
primarily  objects  of  “exploitation”,  since  the  administration  saw  to  law 
and  order  but  had  few  economic  obligations  and  left  their  development 
to  the  initiative  of  private  firms.  The  importance  of  the  Colonial  Develop¬ 
ment  Act  of  1929  lay  less  in  the  granting  of  credits  than  in  the  break 
from  the  traditional  principle  of  colonial  “self-sufiEciency”.  That  the  act 
was  a  new  departure  was  proved  both  by  the  distrust  that  greeted  it 
and  by  the  praise  accorded  to  it  once  the  project  had  succeeded.  Today 
this  praise  seems  very  exaggerated.  In  fact  it  was  only  a  “policy  of 
development”,  as  we  would  understand  it  today,  in  a  very  limited 
sense;  and  yet  the  bill  meant  that  a  new  principle  was  aceepted  and 
it  paved  the  way  for  a  new  understanding  of  colonial  problems:  it 
was  finally  realized  that  the  colonies  needed  direct  financial  aid.  The 
expectation  of  future  eonsumer  power  presupposed  investments  which 
the  poorer  colonies  in  particular  were  not  able  to  provide  from  their 
own  resources.  Development  demanded  increased  activity  on  London’s 
part,  a  certain  amount  of  planning  and  long-term  projects.  The  alloca¬ 
tions  to  the  Colonial  Development  Fund  of  1929  may  have  been 
small,  but  once  the  obligation  had  been  accepted,  they  could  gradually 
be  increased,  as  they  were  in  1940.  But  the  theoretic  preparation  began 
as  early  as  the  1930s. 

The  Colonial  Office  gradually  extended  its  field  of  activity.  Higher- 
grade  officials  who  could  rise  to  the  office  of  governor  were  still  recruited 
from  the  English  upper  class  and  educated  in  public  schools  and  Oxford 
or  Cambridge.  The  universities  took  little  interest  in  colonial  issues, 
however,  and  offered  only  a  few  special  courses.  Great  Britain  did  not 
have  any  institution  comparable  to  the  French  Ecole  coloniale!  In 
19^8  Margery  Perham  and  Reginald  Coupland  directed  summer 
courses  on  colonial  administration.^®  The  London  School  of  Economics 
had  a  leading  ethnologist  in  Malinowski,  whose  research  into  native 
social  structures  also  gained  respect  outside  academic  circles.  Until  the 
First  World  War,  the  Indian  Civil  Service  was  better  looked  upon  than 
the  colonial  service,  but  in  the  inter-war  years  the  two  seem  to  have 
gained  a  certain  equality  of  prestige,  which  made  it  easier  for  the  Colonial 
Office  to  recruit  highly  qualified  young  people. 
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The  laissez-faire  policy  pursued  before  1914  had  discouraged  interest 
in  economic  and  social  questions,  planning,  systematic  analysis  of  cer¬ 
tain  problems,  or  experts’  reports.  The  Colonial  Office  was  organized 
according  to  regions  and  looked  after  the  correspondence  between  London 
and  the  individual  territories.  Its  “General  Department”  was  badly 
equipped. 

Between  the  wars,  Ormsby-Gore,  Wilson  and  Cunliffe-Lister  made 
some  adjustments.  The  General  Department  was  expanded  and  became 
more  specialized,  although  no  real  economic  department  was  formed 
until  1934.“®  Colonial  Office  officials  travelled  to  the  colonies  more  fre¬ 
quently  than  before,  advisory  experts  for  education,  medicine,  agriculture 
and  finance  were  appointed  and  “advisory  committees”  were  formed.  The 
Education  Commission  with  Hans  Vischer,  the  former  Swiss  missionary 
and  first  Director  for  Education  in  Northern  Nigeria  as  secretary,  sub¬ 
mitted  an  important  report  in  1925  on  education  in  tropical  Africa, 
which  referred  to  the  colonial  administration  the  task  of  giving  financial 
support  to  the  schools  and  supervising  them,®®  formerly  the  exclusive 
responsibility  of  the  missionaries.  In  1938  this  was  followed  by  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  a  labour  advisor  and  the  creation  of  a  department  for  economic 
development;  the  number  of  special  labour  departments  in  the  individual 
colonies  was  increased  while  the  colonies  for  their  part  prepared  labour 
ordinances  which  came  into  force  before  or  during  the  war.®^  Yet  the 
officials  were  few  and  the  funds  remained  modest:  for  instance,  at  first 
the  Tropical  Diseases  Bureau  was  allowed  one  thousand  pounds  a  year®®; 
the  colonies  themselves  largely  had  to  pay  for  the  special  advisors. 

The  first  extensive  general  report  on  the  colonies  was  published  in  1938 
and  served  as  a  draft  for  the  parliamentary  debate  on  the  colonial  budget. 
It  described  in  detail  the  problems  and  demands  of  the  Dependent 
Empire  and  was  also  intended  to  provide  information  to  a  wider  public. 
In  the  same  year  Lord  Hailey’s  monumental  African  Survey  appeared. 
In  his  Rhodes  Lectures  in  1929,  General  Smuts  had  pointed  to  the 
lack  of  knowledge  of  the  problems  of  Black  Africa;  four  years  later  a 
committee  was  formed  under  the  chairmanship  of  Philip  Kerr,  which 
appointed  Lord  Hailey  (who  was  one  of  the  leading  experts  on  India 
but  had  no  experience  of  Africa)  chairman  of  a  scientific  work  team.®® 
It  was  significant  that  little  interest  was  accorded  the  extensive  research 
and  that  the  Royal  Institute  of  International  Affairs  and  the  American 
Garnegie  Institute  bore  the  costs,  rather  than  the  Golonial  Office. 
The  African  Survey,  which  offered  detailed  information  on  geographic  fea¬ 
tures,  racial  and  linguistic  conditions,  agriculture,  transport  and  industry, 
as  well  as  education,  sanitation,  administration  and  legislation,  and  which 
took  other  African  powers  apart  from  the  British  territories  into  account, 
was  immediately  hailed  as  an  original  achievement  an'd  an  incentive  to 
increasing  efforts  in  Black  Africa.  In  the  Contemporary  Review  John 
Harris  described  the  work  as  “an  historic  event  for  the  African  con- 
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tinent”.^^  Professor  Coupland  mentioned  the  Survey  in  his  journal  Africa, 
remarking  that  since  the  war  Britain  had  shown  interest  in  the  dominions 
and  India,  but  not  in  its  African  colonies.  He  said  the  notion  of  trustee¬ 
ship  was  too  vague  and  traditional  to  make  people  aware  of  the  real 
problems  of  this  continent  and  that  the  next  ten  to  fifty  years  would 
be  decisive!®^  Hailey  for  his  part  stressed  that  in  some  African  territories 
the  economic  and  administrative  foundations  had  only  just  been  laid, 
and  that  a  “spirit  of  humanity”  and  a  routine  administration  were  no 
longer  enough;  there  was  a  need  for  exact  knowledge  of  all  the  circum¬ 
stances,  and  extension  of  social  services  must  take  precedence  from 
now  on.®*^  Among  other  things  Hailey  criticized  the  fact  that  the  large 
commercial  enterprises  and  mining  concerns  brought  considerable  sums 
into  the  mother  country  in  the  form  of  dividends  and  taxes  which  should 
by  rights  go  into  investments  in  Africa  and  increase  the  local  budgets. 
Economic  action  must  now  join  political  action,  but  this  was  not  possible 
without  direct  aid  from  the  mother  country: 

The  British  people  must  realise  that  we  ought  to  be  more  liberal  in  our 
attitude  to  the  need  for  financing  colonial  development.  I  do  not  question 
that  we  are  serious  in  speaking,  as  we  so  often  speak,  of  our  spirit  of 
trusteeship.  But  I  sometimes  wish  that  we  could  place  our  hands  on  our 
hearts  a  little  less,  and  set  them  to  explore  our  pockets  a  little  more.  It  is 
all  very  well  for  Great  Britain  to  hold  out  to  the  African  the  priceless  boon 
of  Self-Government.  We  had  to  fight  for  our  liberties  ourselves,  and  per¬ 
haps  we  find  it  a  little  difficult  to  believe  that  the  path  to  health,  hap¬ 
piness,  or  perhaps  even  heaven,  does  not  lie  in  the  possession  of  a  vote.  But 
political  advance  is  not  enough.  Africa  needs  a  great  deal  of  money  spent 
on  it  before  its  inhabitants  can  attain  reasonably  satisfactory  standards  of 
nutrition,  of  health  and  of  social  life.  It  is  clear  that  in  many  cases  the 
money  for  development  can  only  come  from  Imperial  grants.^^ 

The  new  attitude  is  clearly  visible  here.  It  is  evident  in  the  shift  of 
emphasis  from  the  administrative  and  political  to  the  social  field.  Law 
and  order  and  a  self-righteous  but  at  first  not  very  concrete  promise 
of  future  self-government  could  no  longer  justify  the  profession  of  trustee¬ 
ship.  Trusteeship  had  to  be  reinterpreted  positively  in  order  to  apply 
to  the  actual  situation  in  Africa.  The  real  future  policy  was  to  be  one 
of  development,  with  the  help  of  budget  funds,  and  it  must  not  be 
based  either  directly  or  indirectly  on  the  interests  of  the  mother  country, 
as  was  still  the  case  in  1929.  Colonial  development,  in  the  view  of  Lord 
Hailey,  should  no  longer  serve  to  alleviate  British  export  worries  and 
to  occupy  the  British  unemployed;  its  aim  was  to  develop  the  individual 
territories  on  the  basis  of  their  particular  circumstances  and  potentials 
and  to  strengthen  their  economic  and  social  structures. 

In  1938  the  equally  original  book  Capital  Investment  in  Africa  by 
S.  H.  Frankel  appeared.  Using  comprehensive  statistical  material,  it 
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discussed  the  problems  of  a  forced  economic  development,  emphasizing 
Africa’s  dependence  on  outside  capital  investment,  and  at  the  same  time 
showed  the  heavy  burden  the  loans  plaeed  on  the  colonial  budget.  He 
objected  to  the  one-sided  promotion  of  industries  such  as  mining  and  urged 
paying  greater  attention  to  the  problem  of  the  labour  foree  and  native 
food  production.  Margery  Perham  succeeded  in  bringing  Frankel  to  Ox¬ 
ford;  but  she  met  with  much  resistance,  since  many  of  her  colleagues  did 
not  want  to  recognize  colonial  economic  policy  as  a  special  field  of 
studyF® 

The  urgent  need  to  re-examine  the  laissez-faire  attitude  and  to  interpret 
trusteeship  positively,  in  terms  of  economie  and  social  aid,  was  con¬ 
firmed  by  the  1939  Report  on  Nutrition  in  the  Colonial  Empire.  Using 
statistical  data,  the  report  exposed  the  serious  undernourishment— or 
improper  nourishment— of  a  major  part  of  the  native  colonial  popula¬ 
tion.  The  existing  tendency  to  underestimate  material  distress  in  the 
colonies  and  to  exaggerate  the  progress  in  eertain  territories  was  eontrasted 
with  crude  reality.  At  the  same  time,  a  wider  publie  beeame  aware  of 
colonial  problems  through  the  disturbanees  in  the  West  Indies. 

The  West  Indian  economy,  which  was  essentially  based  on  the  sugar 
industry,  had  been  in  a  eritical  state  for  years.  As  early  as  1929  a 
parliamentary  commission  under  the  chairmanship  of  Lord  Olivier  had 
described  the  miserable  life  of  the  native  farmers  and  sugar  labourers. 
But  neither  the  Labour  nor  the  Conservative  governments  pursued  the 
commission’s  proposals  for  reform,  which  included  higher  preferenees 
for  West  Indian  sugar,  guaranteed  and  higher  prices  and  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  an  ageney  for  buying  the  produetion.^®  From  1934  on,  there 
were  strikes  and  demonstrations,  with  numerous  deaths  in  Trinidad  in 
1937;  and  in  May  1938,  there  was  a  general  strike  and  serious  disturb¬ 
ances  broke  out.  In  the  Commons  on  14  June  Malcolm  MacDonald, 
the  colonial  minister,  announced  the  formation  of  a  eommission  of 
enquiry  and  promised  immediate  measures  to  improve  the  untenable 
situation.  Only  now  did  Parliament  and  the  public  begin  to  concern 
themselves  with  the  situation  in  the  West  Indies.  These  colonies  were 
not  considered  very  important  eeonomieally  and  therefore  seldom  dis¬ 
cussed  in  publie.  Moreover,  sinee  these  old  possessions  had  achieved 
rather  extensive  self-government  and,  although  they  did  not  control  it, 
were  at  least  able  to  keep  the  executive  within  bounds  by  means  of 
majority-eleeted  assemblies,  the  mother  country  thought  it  had  performed 
its  duty  as  trustee.  So  the  strikes  and  unrest  provided  a  “rude  shoek 
to  public  opinion  in  England” 

The  House  of  Commons  diseussed  the  situation.^^  Reports  on  the 
West  Indian  erisis  appeared  in  the  newspapers.  Lord  Olivier,  the 
former  governor  and  an  active  reformer,  wrote  an  article  in  Nineteenth 
Century  on  the  “recent  outery  about  the  failure  of  British  Government 
in  the  West  Indian  Colonies”,  in  which  he  said  that  in  fact  the  com- 
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mission  of  enquiry  was  quite  superfluous,  since  the  Colonial  Office  had 
long  known  about  the  miserable  situation.  But  since  most  of  the  parlia¬ 
mentarians,  not  to  speak  of  the  electorate,  were  “exceedingly  ignorant 
about  West-Indian  affairs”,  and  payments  by  the  mother  country  were 
inevitable,  the  report  must  now  provide  the  necessary  backing;  it  must 
not  just  combat  Liberal  and  Conservative  opposition,  but  also  fight 
certain  elements  within  the  Labour  party  who  preferred  to  employ  public 
funds  in  the  slums  and  areas  of  unemployment  rather  than  in  the 
colonies!  He  added  that  since  the  main  cause  of  the  crisis  was  low 
sugar  prices,  the  commission  could  in  any  case  do  little.^^  The  Round 
Table  attitude  is  worth  nothing:  it  did  not,  as  was  usual  in  the  conserva¬ 
tive  colonial  press  between  the  wars,  trace  the  “serious  discontent”  back 
to  political  or  even  Communist  activity  but  to  the  crisis  in  the  sugar 
industry  which,  it  said,  could  pay  only  minimum  wages;  this  could  be 
traced  back  to  the  promotion  of  sugar-beet  plantations  with  state  sub¬ 
vention  in  the  mother  country.  The  plight  of  the  cocoa  planters  in 
Trinidad  was  the  result,  it  said,  of  overproduction  in  the  Empire,  which 
could  not  even  be  remedied  by  preferences.  The  Round  Table  proposed 
to  resolve  the  crisis  by  an  extension  of  the  unions  and  the  employment 
of  inspectors!^® 

A  book  by  the  historian  W.  M.  Macmillan  was  significant  to  the 
colonial  discussion  before  the  outbreak  of  the  Second  World  War.  Warn¬ 
ing  from  the  West  Indies,  A  Tract  for  the  Empire,  when  it  first  appeared 
in  1936,  attracted  little  notice.  In  1938,  however,  interest  had  so  far 
awakened  that  the  revised  edition,  furnished  with  a  new  prefaee,  was 
published  as  a  Penguin  Handbook.  Macmillan  gives  a  detailed  description 
of  geographic  and  climatic  conditions,  population  factors  and  the  economic 
and  social  structure  of  the  West  Indies.  He  thought  the  problem  lay  in 
the  fact  that  in  the  plantation  system  introduced  by  the  Europeans,  ex¬ 
port  production  had  been  forced  while  agricultural  production  for  food 
was  neglected.  There  was  an  overproduction  crisis  in  sugar,  but  the 
islands  had  to  import  food — in  1934  Trinidad  had  to  import  80  percent  of 
its  food!  For  years  the  West  Indian  situation  had  been  characterized  by 
wages  below  subsistence  level,  unemployment,  proletarianization  in  the 
towns,  miserable  living  eonditions  and  a  low  standard  of  hygiene.  A  partial 
readjustment  to  new  products  had  taken  place— such  as  to  bananas  in 
Jamaica — but  was  difficult  to  carry  through  since  the  prices  for  coffee  and 
cocoa  had  fallen  in  the  world  market.  What  was  to  be  done?  Macmillan 
proposed  land  reform,  reorganization  of  the  tenant  system,  improved 
schooling,  extension  of  the  unions  and  small  industries  and,  above  all, 
active  and  large-scale  improvement  of  the  health  service,  housing  projects 
and  public  works.  But  this  was  possible  only  with  generous  support  from 
the  mother  country. 

Macmillan  continued  with  general  considerations  aimed  at  a  policy  of 
development;  he  considered  the  1929  Colonial  Development  Act  a  step  in 
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the  right  direction.  He  thought  the  doctrine  of  trusteeship  needed  to  be 
reinterpreted  in  more  modern  terms  if  it  was  to  retain  its  credibility  and 
not  seem  merely  an  excuse  for  inactivity. 

The  doctrine  that  these  backward  countries  are  our  sacred  trust  under 
tutelage  till  capable  of  standing  by  themselves  is  comfortably  vague.  It 
may  be  used  to  justify  decent  paternalism,  where  the  trustee  protects,  but 
by  taking  all  the  responsibility  stifles  real  progress.  ...  It  is  that  in  the 
first  place  the  executive  Government,  the  “tmstee”,  must  show  greater 
courage  than  has  been  usual  in  its  exercise  of  authority  on  their  behalf. 
The  only  rational  way  of  preparing  these  colonies  to  stand  by  themselves 
is  to  strengthen  the  lower  strata  of  society  by  such  measures  as  we  have 
been  discussing.  The  difficulties  are  many.  The  cost  of  health  services  and 
education  must  far  exceed  the  resources  of  most  colonies,  in  any  case  till 
their  benefits  have  had  time  to  take  effect.  Tenant  rights  and  other  dis¬ 
turbances  of  old  tradition  must  provoke  the  opposition  of  powerful  mi¬ 
nority  interests — hitherto  dominant — which  are  likely  to  oppose  also  a  more 
equitable  distribution  of  the  burden  of  taxation.  But  if  tmsteeship  means 
anything  it  means  development  in  the  interest  of  the  weaker  classes  and 
a  firm  exercise  of  authority  on  their  behalf — without  second  thoughts 
for  British  industry,  for  the  precarious  state  of  white  colonists,  or  even  for 
the  interests  of  a  black  upper  class.  It  must  not  be  as  in  South  Africa 
where  Great  Britain  herself  made  “the  great  refusal”.*^ 

Macmillan,  like  Lord  Hailey,  did  not  want  to  see  trusteeship  un¬ 
derstood  only  in  “negative”  terms  of  a  protection  or  in  the  interests  of 
the  existing  authority  and  traditional  social  structures,  but  more  “posi¬ 
tively”,  in  the  sense  of  engaging  in  widespread  activity  for  the  benefit  of 
the  masses  of  people.  This  required  a  new  attitude  on  the  part  of  the 
mother  country;  it  must  realize  that  the  laissez-faire  policy  could  not 
“develop  backward  peoples”  or  lead  them  to  take  over  responsibility. 
The  financial  costs  of  the  policy  of  development  must  be  borne  by  the 
mother  country  since  colonial  budgets  alone  could  never  withstand  the 
transitional  phases.  This  economic  and  financial  aid  must  not  be  given 
with  a  view  to  creating  orders  for  the  industry  of  the  mother  country  but 
should  be  based  on  the  special  circumstances  of  each  territory  and  should 
be  directed  to  solving  its  specific  problems.  Trusteeship,  he  thought,  meant 
the  opposite  of  a  decline  in  imperial  responsibility! 

Macmillan  also  engaged  in  a  critical  analysis  of  the  other  major  point 
of  British  colonial  doctrine,  the  granting  of  self-government,  from  the 
point  of  view  of  the  actual  economic  and  social  problems  self-government 
entailed.  He  said  the  West  Indian  territories  had  long  possessed  rep¬ 
resentative  bodies  with  considerable  control.  For  instance,  the  parliament 
of  Barbados  was  a  kind  of  copy  of  Great  Britain’s,  “complete  with  estab¬ 
lished  Church,  two  Chambers,  a  Court  of  Grand  Sessions,  etc”.  The 
executive,  it  was  true,  remained  vested  in  the  governor  but  the  assemblies 
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could  oppose  him  successfully  in  important  issues.  He  thought  the  re¬ 
sults  of  this  extensive  self-government  were  exceedingly  doubtful,  since 
the  limited  franchise  gave  a  voice  only  to  the  minority  white  settlers  and  to 
a  small  native  bourgeoisie;  experience  had  shown  that  this  “representation 
of  the  people”  obstinately  defended  its  own  interests  and  established  vetoes 
against  certain  expenses  which  the  government  had  proposed  in  the  specific 
interests  of  the  population  in  the  lower  income  groups.  Officials  were  badly 
paid,  health  services  sabotaged,  economic  assistance  made  impossible.  And 
Great  Britain  was  actually  proud  of  such  a  form  of  self-government!  He 
exposed  a  new  facet  of  the  notion  of  self-government:  it  was  not  a  matter 
of  indiflPerence  who  obtained  it;  its  purpose  could  not  be  the  privileging 
of  a  minority.  Only  if  the  grant  of  self-government  was  accompanied  by 
democratization  could  a  conflict  with  trusteeship  be  avoided.  This  meant 
that  the  colonial  problem  was  not  resolved  simply  by  granting  political 
rights  and  powers  to  a  minority,  whether  white  or  coloured.  The  West 
Indies  had  proved  that  this  kind  of  liberal  creed  led  to  results  which  were 
anything  but  liberal.  Political  rights  had  helped  a  minority  to  monopolize 
the  economic  wealth  and  to  keep  the  masses  in  an  inferior  position.  The 
colonial  power  must  not  continue,  in  the  name  of  self-government,  to 
overlook  the  regrettable  situation  of  the  majority  of  the  population, 
but  must  promote  democratization  by  granting  aid,  social  legislation  and 
extension  of  the  franchise.  “Colonial  democracy  must  be  helped  to  its 
birth This  created  a  new  order  of  priorities:  in  place  of  political  con¬ 
cessions  came  a  “policy  of  development”  which  in  certain  cases  de¬ 
manded  massive  pressure  from  the  elected  Legislative  Council  and  which 
must  have  seemed  “colonialist”  to  the  privileged  classes! 

Macmillan  was  not  only  considering  the  West  Indies.  In  other  places 
too,  he  thought  that  sooner  or  later  unrest  would  reveal  the  inadequacy 
of  British  policy.  The  West  Indies  should  serve  Britain  as  a  warning: 

The  tragedy  of  the  West  Indies  now  needs  no  emphasis  as  a  warning  of 
the  dangers  of  a  complacent  neglect  which  threatens  the  very  foundations 
of  the  British  Empire  all  over  the  world.  We  cannot  afford  to  allow  it  to 
continue  to  be  a  habit  to  wait  until  there  is  riot  and  bloodshed  before 
taking  notice  of  the  grievances  of  our  fellow  subjects  in  any  of  these 
Dependencies.^® 

The  frequent  self-praise  only  covered  up  ignorance  and  neglect.  Great 
Britain  could  do  justice  to  its  great  responsibility  only  by  granting  positive 
aid: 

By  nature  and  definition  colonies  are  colonies  just  because  they  are  poor 
and  backward;  to  allow  them  to  remain  so  reflects  no  credit  on  the 
colonizing  power.  The  few  of  British  origin,  the  Dominions,  which  have 
shown  that  maturity  ean  be  achieved,  now  stand  with  us  in  the  Common- 
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wealth.  The  majority  remain  as  they  were,  and  are  to  be  brought  to  self- 
dependence  only  by  positive  work  well  done.  When  I  went  to  the  West 
Indies  I  was  told  by  men  of  all  shades  of  opinion  that  I  should  find 
everything  ideal  and  I  fully  expected  to.  My  doubts  when  I  returned 
were  received  coldly  by  many  who  are  strong  critics  of  our  policy  in 
Africa.  The  nominal  freedom  and  supposed  independence  of  the  West 
Indian  peoples  had  blinded  those  who  should  have  been  more  watchful. 
In  fact  the  root  of  the  trouble  lies  in  lack  of  knowledge  and  of  sympathetic 
imagination  in  the  British  public  responsible  for  imperial  policy.'*'^ 

These  words  are  from  the  preface  to  the  1938  edition.  By  comparison 
with  1936,  Macmillan  discerned  a  certain  change  in  the  British  attitude. 
The  unrest  in  the  West  Indies  and  the  crisis  in  Palestine,  besides  the  chal¬ 
lenge  of  German  colonial  claims,  had  produced  a  stronger  interest  on  the 
part  of  the  mother  country  in  the  hitherto  neglected  colonies.  The  African 
Survey  contributed  to  this  as  well.  We  may  also  assume  that  Macmillan’s 
demands  had  a  part  in  influencing  the  West  India  Royal  Commission 
which  submitted  its  report  late  in  1939.^®  The  report  described  in  detail 
the  severe  economic  and  social  crisis  which  was  the  result  of  a  forced  con¬ 
centration  on  export  production;  in  its  recommendations  it  asked  for  a 
special  West  Indies  Welfare  Fund  of  one  million  pounds  per  year,  which 
was  to  be  used  for  agrarian  reform,  to  fight  unemployment  and  to  pro¬ 
mote  housing,  welfare  services  and  education;  a  special  committee  was  to 
administer  the  fund,  work  out  plans  for  development  and  advise  on 
individual  projects.  The  political  problem  also  came  under  discussion:  the 
existing  electoral  qualifications  had  benefited  the  landowners  and  must 
be  replaced  promptly  by  a  general  franchise;  unoflEcial  majorities  were  to 
take  over  the  legislature  and  should  obtain  a  part  in  the  responsibility  by 
means  of  a  committee  system:  “More  and  not  less  participation  by  the 
people  in  the  work  of  government  is  a  real  necessity  for  lasting  social 
advancement.”^® 

What  Lord  Hailey  and  Macmillan  had  analyzed  and  postulated  was 
thus  “officially”  approved  by  the  report  on  the  West  Indies.  On  the  one 
hand,  this  meant  economic  aid;  on  the  other,  further  steps  towards  self- 
government,  together  with  democratization.  This  was  Britain’s  answer  to 
the  1938  disturbances.  Compared  to  the  reactions  of  other  colonial  powers 
in  similar  cases,  it  can  be  described  as  definitely  liberal. 

The  economic  aid  to  the  West  Indies  and  the  establishment  of  a 
special  fund  from  budget  resources  were  explained  as  follows:  “We  do 
not  think  the  interest  of  the  maintenance  of  British  export  trade,  or  un¬ 
employment  in  Great  Britain,  should  be  allowed  to  stand  in  the  way  of 
certain  suggested  industrial  developments  in  Jamaica.”®®  By  adding  this, 
London  openly  diverged  from  the  1929  Colonial  Devdopment  Act.  Pri¬ 
ority  was  no  longer  given  to  the  British  economy,  but  to  that  of  the 
colony;  even  the  possibility  of  competition  with  the  mother  country  no 
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longer  stopped  London  from  doing  whatever  was  necessary  to  develop 
the  potentials  of  the  colonial  territories. 

How  far  this  new  attitude  took  root  in  British  public  opinion  shortly 
before  the  war  is  demonstrated  by  an  article  in  the  Economist  in  No¬ 
vember  1938.  In  1929  the  influential  journal  still  had  described  the  credit 
of  one  million  pounds  as  “generous”;  now  it  considered  that  making  far 
greater  sums  available  and  extending  the  scope  of  the  reforms  was  an 
urgent  necessity.  The  imperial  power,  it  said,  must  compile  information 
and  carry  out  more  intensive  research  than  before,  and  above  all 

furnish  generous  funds  for  development  and  evolve  a  centrally  directed 
colonial  policy.  In  the  British  possessions  too  much  has  been  left  to  the 
devoted  labours  of  the  man  on  the  spot,  and  too  little  has  been  known 
or  done  iti  London.  Troubles  in  the  West  Indies  have  disclosed  the 
dangers  of  this  negligence,  and  they  are  implicit  in  the  details  of  the 
African  Survey.  The  future  of  Africa  depends,  as  the  survey  shows,  upon 
the  natives’  own  enterprise  and  social  development.  It  is  for  the  Imperial 
powers  to  provide  the  conditions  and  resources;  to  see  to  social  welfare  and 
agricultural  regeneration;  to  furnish  knowledge,  guidance  and  financial  aid. 
These  are  Britain’s  tasks  to-day.®^ 

From  here  the  road  led  to  the  Colonial  Development  and  Welfare 
Bill  of  1940.  Although  it  was  prepared  by  the  administration  before  the 
actual  outbreak  of  hostilities,  it  had  a  certain  connection  with  the  Second 
World  War.  In  a  moment  of  extreme  peril.  Great  Britain  still  remembered 
the  Empire  and  showed  great  interest  in  its  economic  development  and 
political  stability.  Instead  of  one  million  pounds,  an  annual  sum  of  five 
million  was  to  be  made  available  in  the  next  ten  years,  besides  a  special 
credit  for  research  and  the  already  mentioned  credit  for  the  West  Indies. 
The  increase  in  the  sum  was  considerable,  if  one  recalls  the  resistance  in 
1929,  even  though  it  still  seems  minimal  with  respect  to  actual  needs  and 
by  comparison  with  the  means  provided  after  1945.  More  important  for 
us  here  is  the  new  concept  underlying  the  1940  act.  The  act  stated: 
“The  primary  aim  of  Colonial  policy  is  to  protect  and  advance  the  in¬ 
terests  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  Colonies.”®^  The  later  addition  of  the 
words  “and  welfare”  was  to  imply  that  the  credits  could  also  be  used 
for  education  and  health  services,  although  this  would  increase  the  burden 
on  the  colonial  budgets  rather  than  provide  revenues,  nor  would  the 
British  economy  profit  by  it.  Current  expenses  and  even  debts  could  in 
certain  cases  be  taken  over  by  the  fund:  “Our  object  under  this  legislation 
is  to  develop  the  colonies  so  that  as  far  as  possible  they  become  self- 
supporting  units,”  Macdonald  declared  in  the  Commons.®*  But  this  goal 
could  not  be  attained  by  the  traditional  methods: 

...  if  full  and  balanced  development  is  to  be  obtained  .  .  .  some  as¬ 
sistance  from  outside  is  necessary  at  this  stage.  Few  of  the  colonies  have 
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the  good  fortune  to  possess  substantial  mineral  wealth,  and  in  com¬ 
paratively  few  are  there  manufacturing  industries  of  any  magnitude.  The 
majority  are  wholly,  or  almost  wholly,  dependent  on  the  more  limited 
resources  derived  from  agriculture.  The  value  of  agricultural  products  varies 
widely  from  year  to  year  as  conditions  fluctuate  in  the  world  markets,  with 
the  result  that  colonial  revenues  provide  an  unreliable  basis  for  a  policy 
of  steady  development.  In  some  cases  the  position  is  aggravated  by  the 
heavy  burden  of  indebtedness  .  .  .  many  colonies  cannot  finance  out  of  their 
own  resources  the  research  and  survey  work,  the  schemes  of  major  capital 
enterprise,  and  the  expansion  of  administrative  and  technical  staffs  [that] 
are  necessary  for  their  full  and  vigorous  development.  Nor  can  they  always 
afford,  in  the  absence  of  such  development,  an  adequate  standard  of 
health  and  education  services.®^ 

This  passage  shows  very  clearly  how  Hailey's  and  Macmillan’s  views 
prevailed  in  official  circles  shortly  before  the  outbreak  of  the  war.  Even 
a  few  years  earlier  this  attitude  would  have  been  almost  unthinkable.  The 
constitutional  weakness  of  most  of  the  colonies  was  acknowledged  sur¬ 
prisingly  openly,  which  implicitly  at  least,  meant  that  a  merely  “negative” 
view  of  trusteeship  was  officially  abandoned.  The  development  towards 
self-sufficiency  could  not  come  out  of  the  colonies’  own  resources  in 
most  cases  and  required  a  new  system  of  “grants  in  aid”  from  the  mother 
country.  The  administration,  which  had  hitherto  been  based  on  law  and 
order,  needed  active  aid  in  the  economic  and  social  field.  It  was  senseless 
or  impractical  to  assert  that  self-government  was  the  aim  of  British  policy 
as  long  as  conditions  for  it  did  not  exist.  The  colonial  minister  wanted 
the  bill  to  be  understood  in  this  sense:  “The  bill  we  are  discussing  this 
afternoon  breaks  new  ground.  It  establishes  the  duty  of  tax-payers  in  this 
country  to  contribute  directly  and  for  its  own  sake  towards  the  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  widest  sense  of  the  word  of  the  colonial  peoples.”®® 

This  “new  policy”  did  not  mean  just  making  available  budget  resources 
for  “aid  to  development”;  it  also  meant  wide-scale  state  intervention  in 
the  future,  including  “planning”  and  research,  and  the  setting  up  of  state 
or  semi-state  financial  institutions,  in  addition  to  building  schools  and 
hospitals.  Of  course  this  change  of  attitude  had  close  connections  with 
British  economic  and  social  policy.  Under  the  influence  of  the  economic 
crisis,  the  Keynesian  economy  and  the  Labour  party,  the  traditional  policy 
of  laissez-faire  was  turned  into  a  combination  of  private  initiative  and 
state  intervention  which  conformed  more  closely  to  the  complexity  of 
modern  economic  and  social  life. 

Equally  important  was  the  shift  in  priorities  which  we  have  already 
observed.  In  the  future,  investments  from  private  and  public  funds  were  to 
be  aimed  primarily  at  the  needs  of  the  respective  territories,  at  finding 
new  raw-material  suppliers  and  markets  and  at  creating  Economically  viable 
structures.  A  kind  of  self-government  in  the  economic  field  was  becoming 
urgent.  The  difference  in  the  attitude  and  concepts  of  the  years  before 
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and  after  1919  is  clear.  Lord  Lugard  had  started  out  from  the  theory 
that  the  civilized,  i.e.  industrialized,  peoples  had  a  natural  right  to  tropical 
raw  materials  as  long  as  they  did  not  take  advantage  of  this  right  ex¬ 
clusively  at  the  expense  of  the  natives;  now  the  relationship  was  reversed. 
The  prime  consideration  was  to  be  the  development  of  the  individual 
territories  and  their  inhabitants  although,  incidentally,  the  British  and 
European  economy  also  profited  from  the  increased  production  and  the 
creation  of  new  consumer  markets. 


THE  COLONIAL  DOCTRINE  OF  THE  LABOUR  PARTY 


The  Labour  party  always  considered  itself  primarily  a  socialist  party  and 
only  to  a  limited  extent  as  Marxist.  Its  organization  and  doctrine  grew  out 
of  the  pragmatically  oriented  British  trade-union  movement  and  an  old 
humanitarian  Christian  reform  ideal,  which  at  times  entered  a  phase  of 
social  and  political  radicalism  and  took  over  the  liberal  inheritance.  This 
characteristic  tradition  of  the  British  working-class  movement,  which  sur¬ 
vived  in  years  to  come  in  spite  of  the  adoption  of  some  Marxist  theories, 
also  determined  the  Labour  party’s  colonial  doctrine.  Before  1914,  the 
party  had  no  anti-colonialist  doctrine,  distinguishing  it  from  the  socialist 
parties  on  the  continent.  In  1900,  led  by  Bernard  Shaw  and  Sidney  Webb, 
the  Fabian  Society  even  openly  supported  imperialism  and  rejected  the 
pro-Boer  attitude  of  leading  liberals.^  In  the  following  years  the  influence 
of  the  reformers  E.  D.  Morel,  Mary  Kingsley,  C.  R.  Buxton  and  Sydney 
Olivier,  who  represented  the  liberal  or  radical  tradition,  made  itself  felt; 
they  were  less  interested  in  a  theory  of  imperialism  than  in  the  actual 
situation  in  the  colonies,  and  instead  of  the  withdrawal  of  the  colonial 
power  demanded  more  active  reforms  to  improve  the  lot  of  the  native 
population.  Hobson  provided  the  Labour  party  with  a  “doctrine”,  since  he 
interpreted  colonial  imperialism  in  economic  terms;  however,  Hobson 
was  not  a  socialist  nor  even  a  Marxist,  but  a  radical  reformer  who  antici¬ 
pated  the  concept  of  trusteeship  in  his  demand  for  an  “enlightened  ’ 
colonial  policy. 

We  have  already  observed  that  during  the  First  World  War  the  Labour 
party  adopted  the  mandate  principle  of  the  future  League  of  Nations  and 
made  international  eontrol  a  focal  point  of  its  colonial  programme.  It  had 
two  aims:  to  prevent  a  new  rivalry  for  colonial  acquisitions  among  the 
world  powers,  and  to  replace  capitalist  exploitation  by  a  policy  of  reform 
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which  would  ‘'develop”  the  “backward  peoples”  and  prepare  them  for 
self-government.  The  Labour  party  did  not  only  want  a  detailed  formu¬ 
lation  of  the  mandate  principle  and  a  well-defined  system  of  international 
control;  it  was  even  more  eoncerned  with  subordinating  all  the  colonies 
to  the  League  of  Nations.  After  some  discussion,  however,  it  abandoned 
the  idea  of  internationalizing  administration,  and  agreed  to  granting  in¬ 
dividual  mandates  to  the  respective  colonial  powers.^  In  subsequent  years, 
the  Labour  party  stood  by  its  desire  to  extend  the  mandate  principle  to 
all  European  colonies— even  if  this  was  only  a  postulate.®  The  significance 
it  accorded  the  international  mandate  was  specifically  British  and  char¬ 
acteristic  of  Labour  party  politicians;  the  SFIO  (French  Socialist  party) 
showed  little  interest  in  it.  The  object  of  the  mandate  was  self-government, 
whereas  the  French  socialists  wanted  assimilation. 

The  new  party  programme  of  1918  elaborated  by  Sidney  Webb  referred 
to  colonial  policy  as  follows: 

If  we  repudiate,  on  the  one  hand,  the  Imperialism  that  seeks  to  dominate 
other  races,  or  to  impose  our  own  will  on  other  parts  of  the  British 
Empire,  so  we  disclaim  equally  any  conception  of  a  selfish  and  insular 
“non-interventionism”  unregarding  of  our  special  obligations  to  our  fellow- 
citizens  overseas;  of  the  corporate  duties  of  one  nation  to  another;  of  the 
moral  claims  upon  us  of  the  non-adult  races;  and  of  our  own  indebtedness 
to  the  world  of  which  we  are  a  part.  .  .  .  With  regard  to  that  great 
Commonwealth  of  all  races,  all  colours,  all  religions  and  all  degrees  of 
civilization  that  we  call  the  British  Empire,  the  Labour  Party  stands 
for  its  maintenance  and  its  progressive  development  on  the  lines  of  Local 
autonomy  and  “Home  Rule  All  Round”;  the  fullest  respect  for  the  rights 
of  each  people,  whatever  its  colour,  to  all  the  democratic  Self-Government 
of  which  it  is  capable,  and  to  the  proceeds  of  its  own  toil  upon  the  resources 
of  its  own  territorial  home;  and  the  closest  possible  co-operation  among 
all  the  various  members  of  what  has  become  essentially  not  an  Empire 
in  the  cold  sense,  but  of  Britannic  Alliance.  .  . 

This  statement  elearly  rejected  left-wing  socialist  and  Communist  theo¬ 
ries.  The  affirmation  of  Empire  was  designed  to  demonstrate  Labour’s 
opposition  to  colonial  “isolationism”  and  its  interest  in  overseas  terri¬ 
tories.  These  tendencies  were  in  faet  latent  in  the  party,  particularly  in 
the  unions,  but  they  continued  during  the  inter-war  years.  The  new 
concept  of  Commonwealth  made  it  easier  for  Labourites  to  take  a  stand 
since  it  implied  an  imperial  structure  based  on  self-government.  But  in  a 
curious  effacement  of  the  real  problems,  the  party  arbitrarily  placed  do¬ 
minions  and  colonies  on  the  same  plane  and  directly  juxtaposed  them;  the 
same  applied  to  its  proposal  for  an  Imperial  Council,  which  was  to  bring 
the  dominions,  India,  “and  eventually  other  Dependencies”  together  in 
communal  consultation.  For  the  rest.  Labour  supported  the  “gradual  grant 
of  self-government”  and  trusteeship,  but  without  clearly  defining  its  terms. 
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The  party  leaders  became  aware  of  the  need  to  concern  themselves 
more  deeply  than  before  with  the  practical  problems  of  the  Dependent 
Empire  when  they  had  to  prepare  the  colonial  policy  of  a  future  Labour 
government.  An  Advisory  Committee  on  International  Affairs,  under  the 
chairmanship  of  Sidney  Webb  and  with  Leonard  Woolf  as  secretary,  was 
formed  to  deal  with  colonial  affairs  and  in  1920  created  a  sub-committee 
“for  Crown  colonies  and  dependencies”.  In  1919-1920  the  party  published 
a  memorandum  entitled  The  Empire  in  Africa:  Labour's  Policy,  which 
stressed  the  urgency  of  taking  a  definite  stand:  “Labour  must  now  have 
an  imperial  policy,  springing  from  Labour  principles  and  applicable  in 
each  locality.”  It  contrasted  East  and  West  Africa:  while  in  West  Africa 
Great  Britain  was  to  a  certain  extent  fulfilling  its  obligations  as  trustee, 
in  East  Africa,  meaning  above  all  Kenya,  it  was  permitting  exploitation, 
since  there  the  land,  tax  and  labour  policy  reflected  the  interests  of  the 
white  settlers.  The  memorandum  demanded  an  end  to  the  special  con¬ 
cessions  for  the  settlers,  supported  “tribal  Self-Government”  [!]  and  set 
as  its  goal  the  development  of  legislative  councils  of  a  representative 
nature,  but  avoided  going  into  the  problems  this  entailed  in  a  “plural 
society”. 

Hobson’s  influence  is  perceptible  in  Leonard  Woolf’s  important  Em¬ 
pire  and  Commerce  in  Africa,  published  in  1920.®  Woolf  described,  in 
historical  retrospect,  the  annexation  of  Africa,  as  it  had  been  pursued  by 
certain  interest  groups  under  the  pretext  of  nationalism.  The  nation  as  a 
whole  had  not  profited  from  this,  but  only  a  small  group  of  people.  He 
pointed  out  the  contradictions  between  talk  about  civilization  and  trustee¬ 
ship  in  the  era  of  imperialism  and  its  destructive  effects:  dispossession 
of  African  land,  forced  labour,  war  and  the  destruction  of  traditional 
social  structures — “effects  almost  wholly  evil”.®  The  colonial  powers 
could  not,  however,  simply  withdraw,  since  quite  apart  from  the  pos¬ 
sible  intervention  of  other  powers,  this  would  give  even  more  free  play 
to  private  enterprise.’^  Economic  imperialism  “has  itself  created  con¬ 
ditions  in  which  the  control  must  inevitably  continue”.  Woolf  saw  no 
alternative  either  to  the  principle  of  trusteeship:  “The  white  man  must  be¬ 
come  the  trustee  for  the  interest  of  Africans.  ®  In  concrete  terms  this 
must  mean,  he  said,  reserving  the  land  for  the  natives,  gradually  expropriat¬ 
ing  the  settlers’  land  and  systematically  extending  the  educational  sys¬ 
tem.  Woolf  did  not,  however,  expect  very  much  from  a  reform  policy  as 
long  as  the  European  economic  system  remained  capitalist;  and  even  if  it 
became  socialist,  he  thought  that  the  European  exploitation  of  Africa 
would  not  stop  “until  the  inevitable  Nemesis”,  i.e.  until  the  uprising  of 
the  “beneficiaries  against  their  guardians  and  benefactors”.® 

In  spite  of  several  books,  memoranda  and  pamphlets,  the  Labour  party 
continued  to  take  little  interest  in  colonial  affairs.  This  was  apparent  in 
the  annual  party  conferences.  The  Empire  was  briefly  mentioned  in  the 
Chairman’s  Address  in  1920,  when  it  was  said  that  India  and  Egypt  could 
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become  members  of  the  Commonwealth  should  they  wish  to  do  so.^®  A 
conference  resolution  confirmed  sovereign  rights,  with  particular  reference 
to  India,  Egypt  and  Ceylon.  The  resolution  also  protested  a  press  law 
and  the  miserable  social  conditions  in  the  West  Indies.  Similar  resolutions 
were  put  forward  in  the  next  party  conferences  and  they  were  usually 
accepted  without  long  discussion.  Short  but  intense  discussions  took  place 
only  when  the  left-wing  radicals  put  forward  their  thesis  of  imperialism, 
forcing  the  conference  to  take  a  stand. The  left  wing  demanded  active 
co-operation  between  the  British  working  class  and  the  colonial  proletariat 
in  order  to  create  a  common  front  in  the  fight  against  imperial  capitalism; 
it  demanded  immediate  independence  and  interpreted  trusteeship  and 
the  League  of  Nations  mandate  as  ideological  masks  for  capitalist  ex- 
ploitation.^2  Such  proposals  were  strongly  opposed  and  rejected  by  a 
large  majority.^® 

Ramsay  MacDonald’s  first  Labour  government  in  1924  could  do  little 
to  implement  its  desire  for  reform.  The  colonial  minister  J.  H.  Thomas  was 
unprepared  and  was  not  capable  of  initiating  a  new  course.  Only  in  the 
Egyptian  question  did  MacDonald  try  to  make  his  government’s  actions 
consistent  with  party  resolutions.  Since  1919  the  party  had  demanded 
dominion  status  or  independence  for  Egypt  and  MacDonald  had  often 
sharply  criticized  the  Conservative  governments.  Now  he  tried  to  begin 
talks  with  the  Egyptian  prime  minister  and  to  replace  the  unilateral 
declaration  of  1922  by  an  agreement;  but  he  found  himself  faced  with 
far  too  extensive  counter-demands,  in  particular  the  renunciation  of  the 
Sudan  and  withdrawal  from  Egypt.  Even  a  Labour  minister  had  to  take 
into  account  Britain’s  interest  in  maintaining  the  imperial  lines  of  com¬ 
munication,  above  all  the  Suez  Canal:  “  .  .  .  No  British  Government 
can  divest  itself  wholly,  even  in  favour  of  an  ally,  of  its  interest  in  guard¬ 
ing  such  a  vital  link  in  British  communications!”^^ 

In  a  rather  long  resolution  the  1925  conference  put  forth  the  broad 
outlines  of  the  Labour  party’s  colonial  policy.^®  In  the  following  year, 
very  belatedly,  the  party  officially  confirmed  the  1919  memorandum,^®  but 
nothing  new  was  proposed.  This  was  equally  true  of  the  1928  party 
programme,  Labour  and  the  Empire,  which  contained  a  section  on  the 
Commonwealth.  The  problems  of  the  Empire  remained  on  the  periphery 
of  internal  party  and  trade-union  discussions.  The  1925  Trade  Union 
Congress,  in  spite  of  the  opposition  of  colonial  minister  Thomas,  accepted 
almost  unanimously  a  very  anti-imperialist  resolution  but  it  was  scarcely 
able  to  make  its  views  felt  in  the  party  conference.^'^  In  any  case,  its 
attitude  was  not  so  much  intended  to  support  left-wing  radicalism  as  to 
express  its  own  neutrality.  It  is  striking,  in  fact,  that  the  Labour  party’s 
colonial  doctrine  was  not  formulated  by  the  party  leaders— with  the'  ex¬ 
ception  of  Sidney  Webb— but  by  outsiders  like  Buxton,  Wood,  Wedgwood 
and  Olivier,  who  stood  in  the  tradition  of  the  pre-war  liberal  radical 
movement  for  reform  and  were  closely  linked  with  the  Anti-Slavery  and 
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Aborigines  Protection  Society;  after  1918  they  joined  the  Labour  party 
and  managed  to  influence  its  attitude  in  colonial  issues.^® 

The  party’s  attitude  to  practical  issues  was  scarcely  original  and  we 
need  not  go  into  it  in  detail  here.  The  Labour  party  demanded  self- 
government  and  eventual  independence  for  India,  Egypt  and  Iraq,  while 
it  refused  to  grant  self-government  or  even  responsible  government  to 
the  white  minority  in  the  “closer  union”  issue  in  East  Africa  (cf.  pp. 
1245.).  It  was  reluctant  to  define  its  terms  clearly  and  many  other  factors 
of  its  policy  remained  equally  vague.^®  Apart  from  questions  of  land  law, 
labour  law  and  tax  law,  the  party  programmes,  conference  resolutions, 
memoranda  and  questions  in  parliament  were  primarily  concerned  with 
extension  of  the  educational  system  and  health  services.  But  no  one  said 
who  was  to  supply  the  very  extensive  funds  that  were  obviously  necessary 
to  implemerit  these  measures.  References  to  the  excessively  high  profits  of 
the  entrepreneurs  or  the  realization  that  more  was  being  spent  on  the 
police  than  on  education  were  no  answer.  There  was  also  no  mention  at  all 
of  the  fact  that  in  the  future,  apart  from  loans  and  private  investments, 
the  mother  country  would  also  have  to  provide  assistance  from  its  budget 
if  it  was  pursuing  a  consistent  socialist  policy! 

The  Labour  party  did  not  put  forward  its  own  policy  of  “development 
aid”  apart  from  the  demand  for  the  reform  of  current  administrative 
methods.  Instead,  there  were  references  to  possible  competition  between 
home  and  colonial  industries.  For  example,  the  Indian  jute  and  textile 
industry  created  difficulties  for  the  mother  country’s  industry  and  made 
unemployment  at  home  more  acute.^®  The  party’s  “colonialist  attitude 
here  was  only  thinly  veiled  by  its  criticism  of  the  extremely  low  wages  of 
the  native  labour  force,  which,  it  said,  resulted  in  high  profits  for  the 
capitalists.  In  any  case,  the  Labour  party  did  not  call  for  industrialization. 
On  the  whole,  it  too  treated  trusteeship  as  a  “negative”  function,  al¬ 
though  it  delegated  new  social  duties  to  the  state.  It  is  not  surprising  that 
it  was  the  Conservative  party  that  proposed  the  Colonial  Development 
Fund. 

The  colonial  policy  of  the  second  Labour  government  in  1929-1931 
was  not  socialist  either  and  was  equally  unoriginal.  Sidney  Webb,  who 
became  colonial  minister  as  Lord  Passfield,  belonged  to  the  moderate 
wing  of  the  party  and  even  managed  to  assuage  The  Times'  suspicions. 
The  party’s  special  adviser  for  colonial  affairs,  Charles  R.  Buxton,  had 
announced  that  Labour’s  policy  was  a  “distinct  break  with  the  past’  and  a 
“new  departure”,2i  but  some  months  later  the  parliamentary  under-sec¬ 
retary  of  state,  Shiels,  assured  the  assembled  governors  that  the  new 
government  had  done  nothing  revolutionary  and  did  not  intend  to  do  so. 
The  government  did  not  consider  it  right  that  the  change  of  course  at 
home  should  correspond  to  a  similar  change  in  colonial  policy!®®  Neither 
in  East  Asia,  where  the  Donoughmore  Report  became  the  basis  of  Ceylon  s 
new  constitution  in  1931,  nor  in  West  Africa,  were  any  new  departures 
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apparent.  Passfield,  it  is  true,  set  up  a  special  committee  for  labour  ques¬ 
tions  and  instructed  the  governors  to  pay  more  attention  to  labour  legis¬ 
lation  and  to  promoting  the  unions^^;  but  no  constitutional  changes  were 
introduced.  The  party  did  not  implement  Lord  Olivier's  West  Indies  re¬ 
port  because  it  did  not  want  to  subject  the  British  consumer — i.e.  Labour 
voters— to  higher  sugar  prices.^^  However,  in  the  important  Kenya  ques¬ 
tion,  Lord  Passfield  rejected  Amery’s  and  Grigg's  attempts  at  federation 
and  emphatically  confirmed  the  “paramountcy”  of  1923.  This  embittered 
the  conservatives  and  the  settlers  in  Kenya  and  Northern  Rhodesia,  but 
Passfield  was  acting  with  the  full  consent  of  the  Colonial  Service  officials 
and  trying  to  reach  a  compromise.  This  again  provoked  criticism  from  the 
left  wing,  and  the  Kenya  experts  Leys,  Ross,  Buxton  and  Oldham  pressed 
him  to  act  more  forcefully  against  the  settlers  and  to  defend  the  natives' 
interests.^®  The  New  Statesman  however,  was  satisfied  with  his  conduct.^® 

So  the  Labour  party's  reform  policy  appears  very  modest  and  one  cannot 
speak  of  a  break  with  the  past.  We  must  realize,  however,  that  MacDonald 
had  to  take  his  liberal  coalition  partner  into  consideration.  Moreover, 
every  socialist  government  was  regarded  with  suspicion  by  the  colonial 
administration,  which  had  a  great  deal  of  autonomy  and  could  block  any 
Colonial  Office  policy  with  which  it  disagreed.  A  change  of  personnel 
demanded  time,  so  the  colonial  minister  remained  dependent  on  the 
consent  and  certainly  on  the  co-operation  of  the  administration  and  was 
limited  in  his  movements.  Besides,  a  prime  minister  had  to  relegate 
colonial  questions,  which  were  still  considered  secondary  matters,  to  the 
background  if  he  did  not  want  to  endanger  his  government.  We  shall  see 
that  the  peoples'  front  in  France  in  1936-1937,  in  spite  of  its  decidedly 
left-wing  course,  found  itself  in  a  similar  situation;  it  too  could  not  avoid 
an  obvious  discrepancy  between  its  programme  while  in  opposition  and  its 
actual  policy  while  in  office. 

The  1933  party  conference  debated  and  approved  the  new  report. 
The  Colonial  Empire.  Evidently  the  party  had  realized  that  it  still  paid 
too  little  attention  to  the  Empire.  The  report  stated,  for  instance,  that 
Labour  must  take  forceful  action,  although  this  “very  big  question" 
aroused  no  enthusiasm  among  the  voters  and  would  not  help  Labour 
gain  a  parliamentary  majority!  Charles  R.  Buxton  brought  out  the  signif¬ 
icant  points  of  the  report:  the  next  fifty  years  would  require  important 
decisions  in  colonial  policy.  Nigeria  still  seemed  to  be  the  model  colony, 
although  its  indirect  rule  had  a  decidedly  conservative  character.  Naturally 
the  report  outlined  the  necessary  reforms  in  the  economic  and  social 
field:  “Trusteeship  must  be  a  reality."  It  also  said  that  further  concessions 
with  a  view  to  self-government  must  be  accompanied  by  democratization^'^ 
and  demanded  the  extension  of  the  educational  system,  including  the 
high  schools.  “In  considering  the  future  of  the  Colonial  Dependencies, 
Labour's  object,  therefore,  will  be  to  develop  the  empire  into  a  Common- 
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wealth  of  self-governing  socialist  units."  But  even  for  the  Labour  party, 
this  goal  still  lay  far  in  the  future. 

The  “Socialist  League”  was  doctrinaire  in  its  anti-colonialism.  In  re¬ 
action  to  the  Labour  government  of  1929-1931  and  its  defeat  in  the  1931 
elections,  it  reactivated  the  left  wing  and  propagated  a  stricter  left-wing 
course  within  the  Labour  party.  The  League,  whose  members  or  sup¬ 
porters  included  Cripps,  Harold  Laski,  Brailsford  and  Fenner  Brockway, 
who  was  particularly  interested  in  colonial  affairs,  was  excluded  from  the 
Labour  party  in  1937  because  of  its  demands  for  a  peoples'  front.  In  the 
League’s  programmatic  omnibus  volume,  J.  F.  Horriban  discussed  the 
“break  with  Imperialism”.  Like  Cripps^®  he  saw  the  British  Empire  in 
Marxist  terms  as  “the  supreme  expression  of  British  capitalism”.  A  socialist 
government  “should  admit  fully  the  right  of  everyone  of  those  peoples 
not  merely 'to  Self-government  but  to  complete  Self-determination”.^® 
Horriban  could  not  deny,  however,  that  certain  areas  and  peoples  were 
not  yet  capable  of  independence  and  still  needed  British  trusteeship. 
Leonard  Barnes  reached  a  similar  conclusion  in  1939  in  his  Empire  or 
Democracy,  A  Study  of  the  Colonial  Question.  He  began  by  discussing 
the  colonial  claims  of  Germany,  Italy  and  Poland,  and  decided  that  the 
situation  would  not  have  come  to  an  international  conflict  if  all  the 
colonies  had  been  subordinated  in  time  to  a  mandated  administration. 
He  came  to  the  same  conclusion  as  Hobson  on  the  uses  of  the  colonies. 
Only  individual  interest  groups,  not  the  economy  as  a  whole,  had  derived 
profits  from  the  colonies.  Although  the  colonies  needed  their  own  in¬ 
dustries,  he  did  not  think  the  mother  country  would  ever  permit  this; 
trusteeship  was  a  utopian  concept  here.  He  also  criticized  Indirect  Rule 
as  an  artificial  method  of  maintaining  a  society  that  had  already  disin¬ 
tegrated.  There  was  little  political  freedom  in  the  Dependent  Empire  and 
disturbances  were  subdued  in  bloody  battles.  India,  Ceylon,  Burma  and 
the  West  Indies  were  ripe  for  independence  and  it  was  up  to  the  Labour 
party  to  support  the  emancipation  movements  and — ^with  regard  to  the 
international  situation— to  build  up  a  common  system  of  defence  with 
a  free  India.  Tropical  Africa  was  not  yet  advanced  enough  for  this,  how¬ 
ever:  too  few  Africans  were  sufficiently  trained  to  be  able  to  take  over  the 
administration  and  there  were  no  party  organizations.  “The  immediate 
question  for  Africa  is  not  independence  but  the  quickest  possible  progress 
towards  independence.”®®  One  could  reckon  on  two  ten-year  periods  in 
order  to  reach  this  aim.®^  So  even  the  anti-colonialist  Barnes  found  him¬ 
self  forced,  shortly  before  the  Second  World  War,  to  accept  British  rule  in 
Africa. 

Barnes’  work  contained  new  critical  departures  which  the  Labour  party 
gradually  adopted.  Indirect  Rule  in  West  Africa  had  long  been  considered 
a  positive  measure  in  the  nature  of  a  trusteeship;  but  Barnes  interpreted 
it  as  the  instrument  of  a  conservative  policy  by  means  of  which  the 
traditional  feudal  rulers  were  barring  educated  Africans  from  access  to 
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power.  Very  soon,  trusteeship  became  a  questionable  term.  In  1938  Harold 
J.  Laski,  who  belonged  to  the  left  wing,  sharply  criticized  the  Colonial 
Service  in  The  Political  Quarterly:  that  nice  word  “trusteeship  ...  is  too 
flattering  to  the  result  obtained”,  and  the  colonies  were  still  “the  slums  of 
Empire”.®^  He  said  the  well-meaning  but  all  too  “public-school  minded 
Colonial  Civil  Service”  distrusted  reforms  and  was  influenced  by  the 
colonial  entrepreneurs.  England  had  tried  “to  run  the  Empire  on  the 
cheap”  and  made  positive  efforts  only  after  the  outbreak  of  riots.  “The 
only  way  to  justify  colonial  possessions  is  to  make  the  principle  of  trustee¬ 
ship  so  plain  a  living  reality  that  the  record  is  not  open  to  question.  No 
one  can  read  that  record  today  and  claim  that  this  in  the  case.”®^  He  did 
not,  however,  mention  that  until  now  the  Labour  party  had  entirely 
agreed  with  this  “running  on  the  cheap”  and  had  made  no  proposals  for  a 
“positive”  policy  of  development.  Laski  himself  failed  to  draw  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  in  the  future  funds  would  have  to  be  made  available  from 
the  mother  country.  But  in  the  same  issue  of  The  Political  Quarterly, 
Charles  R.  Buxton  adopted  Hailey’s  and  Macmillan’s  theses: 

First  of  all,  it  should  endeavour  to  shorten  to  the  utmost  the  period  of 
tutelage.  The  pace  of  this  must  vary  in  each  dependency,  but  in  every  part 
of  the  world  the  period  could  be  shortened  by  a  more  active  policy  of 
economic  development,  especially  in  the  matter  of  native  agriculture.  This 
in  its  turn  would  necessitate  for  the  time  being,  the  abandonment  of  the 
principle  that  each  colony  must  “pay  its  way”  year  by  year.  If  we  are 
“trustees”,  as  we  claim,  we  should  surely  be  prepared  to  spend  some  money 
on  our  “wards”.  The  acceptance  of  this  principle  would  render  possible 
an  increased  expenditure  on  “nationbuilding”  services,  such  as  health 
and  education.  These  are  cramped  by  the  present  lack  of  taxable  capacity 
which  so  severely  restricts  the  annual  revenue  of  a  colony.^^ 

Here  again  is  the  new  departure  we  saw  in  the  British  colonial  dis¬ 
cussion  shortly  before  the  war.  But  it  would  be  useless  to  search  for  similar 
statements  either  in  the  party  discussions  or  in  the  special  reports;  the 
initiative  came  not  from  the  Labour  party  but  from  outside  circles  inter¬ 
ested  in  colonial  affairs.  Even  in  Clement  Attlee’s  important  book  The 
Labour  Party  in  Perspective  in  1937,  there  is  no  evidence  yet  of  a  change 
of  attitude.®®  By  contrast  the  trade-union  leader  Ernest  Bevin  displayed  a 
growing  interest  in  the  Empire,  as  did  the  Trade  Union  Congress  (TUC) 
in  general.  As  early  as  1930,  Bevin  supported  Empire  Free  Trade— not 
without  stressing  that  the  Soviet  Union  was  also  an  empire.  He  said  the 
British  Empire  should  contribute  toward  overcoming  its  own  economic 
crisis®®;  subsequently  the  TUC  supported  “as  full  a  development  as 
possible  of  the  economic  relations  between  the  constituent  parts  of  the 
British  Commonwealth”.  The  new  course  in  foreign  policy  and  the  arma¬ 
ments  question,  to  which  Bevin  made  a  decisive  contribution,  thus  coin¬ 
cided  with  a  new  sense  of  Empire.  With  reference  to  Abyssinia  and 
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sanctions,  Bevin  declared  to  the  TUC:  “If  we  go  on  being  merely  anti¬ 
imperial  where  does  it  lead?  It  leads  to  a  seramble  in  the  world.  It  will 
lead  to  wars  all  over  the  world.”®'^  Comparison  of  this  attitude  with  the 
resolutions  of  1921  or  1925  reveals  an  almost  complete  change  of  attitude. 
Incidentally,  it  meant  that  Bevin  was  going  against  the  left  wing  too.^® 
In  1938  the  TUC  established  a  “Special  Advisory  Commission”  for  colo¬ 
nial  affairs,  which  included  Arthur  Creech-Jones,  the  Labour  party  colo¬ 
nial  minister  after  1945;  so  the  leaders  of  the  trade-unions  began  to  take 
an  interest  in  working  conditions  in  the  colonies.®^  Bevin  was  a  member 
of  the  Colonial  Development  Advisory  Committee  where  he  had  to  deal 
with  the  practical  tasks  of  colonial  administration,^®  particularly  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  West  Indies.^^  Tlie  prominent  leader  of  the  working  classes 
reached  a  conclusion  that  seems  surprising  for  a  socialist:  “Our  crime 
isn’t  exploitation,  it’s  neglect.”^® 

This  formula  characterizes  the  attitude  of  the  Labour  party  between 
the  wars.  The  party’s  interest  in  colonial  affairs  was  small.  A  few  anti¬ 
imperialist  resolutions  were  considered  enough  to  establish  Labour’s  differ¬ 
ence  from  the  Conservatives.  The  urgent  problems  of  the  mother  country 
took  precedence.  Labour  members  nevertheless  exercised  an  important 
function  of  control,  in  that  their  criticism  exposed  conerete  grievances, 
postulated  reforms,  and  also  reminded  conservative  governments  and  the 
colonial  administration  that  the  simple  reference  to  trusteeship  and  future 
self-government  was  not  sufficient  to  justify  the  new  white  man  s  bur¬ 
den”.  The  party  also  forged  organizational  and  personal  contacts  with 
emancipation  movements  from  within  and  without.  We  need  only  recall 
the  London  School  of  Economics  and  Harold  J.  Laski;  or  Fenner  Brock¬ 
way,  who  openly  supported  the  opposition  in  the  colonies  and  helped 
form  the  African  Students  Union  in  London,  which  became  an  important 
organization  for  African  nationalists  and  counted  future  national  leaders 
among  its  members.  On  the  whole  the  Labour  party  may  have  been  too 
moderate  for  the  Asian  and  African  nationalists  and  not  have  come  up  to 
their  expectations,  but  the  personal  ties  it  created  and  the  knowledge  that 
within  this  great  opposition  party  there  was  some  support  for  rapid  de¬ 
colonization  and  some  sympathy  for  emancipation  efforts  did  at  least  help 
to  create  a  certain  basis  of  trust  between  the  mother  country  and  the 
nationalist  leaders.  This  was  to  England’s  advantage  after  the  Second 
World  War  and  contributed  to  some  degree  towards  making  the  Multi¬ 
racial  Commonwealth  possible. 
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INDIRECT  RULE  IN  WEST  AFRICA 


In  the  inter-war  years  the  principle  of  Indirect  Rule,  to  a  large  extent 
the  creation  of  Sir  Frederick  (later  Lord)  Lugard,  one  of  the  British 
representatives  of  imperial  expansionism  and  proconsular  rule,  seemed  to 
represent  the  essence  of  British  colonial  policy  and  it  was  applied  or  in¬ 
tended  to  apply  even  beyond  West  Africa  to  other  areas  of  the  Dependent 
Empire.  This  is  particularly  significant  in  our  context.  Great  Britain  was 
proud  of  its  policy  and  convinced  it  had  found  a  system  that  complied 
with  its  own  political  traditions  and  with  the  trusteeship  it  proclaimed, 
as  well  as  with  the  new  mandate  principle.  The  policy,  it  was  thought,  was 
proof  of  the  transition  from  “exploitation”  to  the  protection  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  native  civilizations. 

Indirect  Rule  was  nothing  new  in  colonial  history.  In  the  eighteenth 
century,  France  accomplished  the  transition  to  territorial  rule  by  means  of 
protectorate  agreements  with  the  Indian  princes.  Great  Britain  followed 
the  French  example  and  the  position  of  the  Indian  and  Malayan  princely 
states  within  the  Empire  can  be  considered  a  form  of  indirect  rule.  The 
Dutch  in  Indonesia  also  tried  to  maintain  feudal  rule  and  put  it  to  good 
use.  In  Africa,  indirect  rule  in  Lugard’s  interpretation  was  not  anticipated 
or  set  down  as  a  programme,  but  developed  directly  out  of  the  existing 
situation  at  the  time  of  the  colonial  settlements.  The  usual  protectorate 
agreements  with  African  kings  and  chieftains,  however,  can  be  cited  as 
instances  of  indirect  rule  only  in  a  limited  sense,  since  these  agreements 
were  more  or  less  fictitious  and  were  often  abolished  by  direct  admin¬ 
istration.  Only  in  Uganda,  which  Lugard  had  helped  to  annex,  did  the 
colonial  power  encounter  a  fairly  large  and  well-organized  system  of 
African  rule  which  was  recognized  as  such  and  preserved.  The  situation 
in  Northern  Rhodesia  was  not  unlike  that  in  Uganda.  Around  1900,  when 
Lugard  penetrated  to  the  north  from  the  tropical  south,  he  came  upon 
the  great  emirates  of  Sokoto,  Kano,  Kaduna  and  Benue  in  the  savannah 
belt  of  Western  Sudan.  The  emirates  were  based  on  Fulah  conquests  of 
fairly  recent  date;  yet  they  were  political  organizations  on  the  Muslim 
pattern  with  large  populations  and  urban  centres,  a  tax,  and  law  admin¬ 
istration  which  was  exercised  by  the  emirs’  officials.  Lugard  managed  to 
conquer  them  in  a  short  time  but  he  did  not  have  sufficient  staff  for  a 
direct  take-over  of  the  administration  in  such  a  large  area.  So  he  had  to 
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make  agreements  with  the  emirs  to  ensure  that  he  himself  held  the  highest 
authority  and,  apart  from  that,  left  the  administrative  and  social  order  as 
it  was  in  order  to  use  it  as  the  instrument  of  British  rule. 

In  the  following  years  the  “system"  of  indirect  rule  developed  from 
these  protectorates  bom  of  circumstance.  In  1914,  when  Lugard  was  ap¬ 
pointed  the  first  governor-general  of  Nigeria,  the  Crown  Colony  of  Lagos, 
the  Southern  Nigerian  protectorate  and  the  racially  and  culturally  quite 
different  protectorates  of  the  north  came  under  communal  administration. 
Lugard  e.xtended  indirect  rule  in  the  north  and  also  tried  to  carry  it  over 
into  the  south.  But  only  in  the  south-west  were  there  fairly  large  and 
organized  political  stmctures,  whereas  in  the  south-east— in  the  Ibo  terri¬ 
tory— Lugard  found  only  small  village  and  tribal  communities  which  had 
to  be  amalgamated  into  larger  units  rather  artificially  and  arbitrarily.  In 

1918  Lugard  laid  down  the  principle  of  Indirect  Rule  in  memoranda 
which  served  as  a  guide-line  for  the  residents  and  district  commissioners 
and  laid  the  foundation  for  his  1922  book  The  Dual  Mandate,  the  most 
important  treatise  on  British  policy  in  Africa  in  the  inter-war  years  In 

1919  he  had  clearly  defined  the  doctrine  and  methods  of  indirect  rule: 

The  system  of  Native  Administration  .  .  .  had  been  based  on  a  recognition 
of  the  authority  of  the  Native  Chiefs.  The  poliey  of  the  Government  was 
that  these  Chiefs  should  govern  their  people,  not  as  independent  but  as 
dependent  Rulers.  The  orders  of  Government  are  not  conveyed  to  the 
people  through  them,  but  emanate  from  them  in  aceordance,  where  nec¬ 
essary,  with  instructions  received  through  the  Resident.  While  they  them¬ 
selves  are  controlled  by  Government  in  matters  of  policy  and  of  im¬ 
portance,  their  people  are  controlled  in  accordance  vwth  that  policy  by 
themselves.  A  Political  Officer  would  consider  it  as  irregular  to  issue  direct 
orders  to  an  individual  native,  or  even  to  a  village  head,  as  a  General 
commanding  a  division  would  to  a  private  soldier,  except  through  his  com¬ 
manding  officers  .2 

It  is  not  clear  here  that  the  originality  and  significance  of  indirect  rule 
did  not  lie  just  in  making  use  of  existing  institutions  and  authorities. 
Even  a  “direct”  rule  aiming  at  assimilation,  as  France  tried  to  establish, 
could  not  do  without  these  institutions,  since  the  staff  of  white  officials 
was  never  large  enough  to  “rule"  every  last  one  of  the  natives  in  every 
village.  Every  colonial  administration  needed  the  chiefs,  village  headmen, 
tribal  leaders,  etc.  Indirect  rule  was  to  mean  that  these  men  were  not 
just  used  as  instruments  and  mouthpieces  but  actually  ruled.  The  existing 
society  with  its  institutions,  authorities,  laws  and  customs  was  to  be 
accepted  and  gradually  modernized,  so  that  it  could  carry  out  the  func¬ 
tions  of  local  administration.®  The  native  was  not  to  be  alienated  from 
his  environment  but  to  find  new  possibilities  of  development  within  it; 
the  intervention  of  the  colonial  power  should  be  along  indigenous 
lines".  The  aim  was  not  to  approximate  the  territory  to  the  mother 
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country  but  to  develop  the  population  within  the  framework  of  its  own 
Afriean  eivilization.  “Our  desire  is  to  make  the  native  ‘a  good  African’.”^ 

The  traditional  bearer  of  authority  was  the  chieftain,  who  was  both 
the  politieal  head  of  his  tribe  or  village  and  also  an  important  soeiological 
integrational  factor;  he  incorporated  the  unity  of  past  and  present,  the 
dead  and  the  living,  and  was  therefore  saered.  This  is  why  indirect  rule 
stood  or  fell  with  the  right  ehoice  of  chief;  he  could  not  be  foreed  upon 
the  tribe  but  had  to  be  appointed  by  the  community,  whether  by  in¬ 
heritance  or  election.  Only  if  his  subjects  acknowledged  him  could  the 
system  function.  Otherwise  they  would  see  his  orders  and  instructions 
only  as  the  orders  of  the  colonial  power  and  the  latter  would  then  fail  to 
obtain  voluntary  co-operation.®  The  legalization  of  the  chief  by  the  ad¬ 
ministration  must  not  be  an  arbitrary  appointment  but  rather  a  de  facto 
acknowledgement  that  incorporated  him  into  the  system  of  government 
and  assured  him  sovereign  rights.® 

The  position  and  authority  of  the  ehief  had  to  be  ensured;  orders  must 
therefore  be  given  in  his  name  and,  as  far  as  possible,  emanate  from  him; 
the  chiefs  were  not  just  paid  ofEcials  as  in  the  French  territories.^  This 
required  tact  and  patience  on  the  part  of  the  British  staff,  above  all  the 
district  commissioner;  often  they  had  to  accept  malpractice  and  irregu¬ 
larities.  The  temptation  to  do  everything  oneself  must  be  withstood,  said 
Lugard,  since  it  would  result  in  passivity  on  the  part  of  the  village  com¬ 
munity.®  Direct  intervention  or  deposing  the  ehief  should  occur  as  rarely 
as  possible.  But  the  chiefs,  who  were  only  appointed  on  the  terms  of  the 
proteetorate,  were  not  “independent”  either.  They  and  their  organs  were 
“advised”,  i.e.  supervised,  and  were  issued  instructions  which  were  in¬ 
tended  to  “edueate”  them  in  modern  methods  of  administration  and 
responsibility. 

The  administration  reserved  to  itself  eertain  vital  areas  of  eontrol:  apart 
from  the  army  and  armed  police,  these  consisted  above  all  of  general 
legislation,  taxation  and  land  distribution.  Yet  the  “native  authorities” 
headed  by  the  chief  were  not  to  be  fictions.  They  were  to  be  allowed  to 
make  decisions  independently  in  their  own  administrative  sector.  This  was 
the  differenee  between  indirect  rule  and  the  policy  in  other  territories 
where  the  chiefs  merely  served  as  executive  organs  of  the  eolonial  power. 

Let  us  first  consider  the  native  treasuries.  The  kinds  of  taxes  to  be  im¬ 
posed,  and  the  amount  required,  was  determined  by  the  administration, 
but  taxes  were  collected  by  the  chief,  or  in  larger  areas  by  his  agents.  Only 
a  portion  of  the  taxes  had  to  be  paid  to  the  administration,  while  a  con¬ 
siderable  proportion,  varying  from  25  to  70  percent,  remained  at  the 
disposal  of  the  chief  and  served  for  local  expenses  such  as  the  wages  of 
the  ehief  and  his  ofEcials,  the  police,  prisons,  religious  ceremonies  and 
sometimes  schools.  The  revenue  of  the  native  treasuries  of  Northern 
Nigeria  rose  from  197,000  pounds  in  1911  to  7,700,000  pounds  in  1929.® 
Having  his  own  treasury  raised  the  prestige  of  the  chief  and  helped  mod- 
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emize  traditional  institutions;  besides,  it  ensured  that  the  taxes  did  not 
seem  like  obligations  imposed  from  the  outside. 

Then  there  were  the  native  eourts.  The  existing  jurisdiction  was  ex¬ 
tended  and  prescriptive  law  came  into  use.  Tlie  chiefs  and  elders  did  not 
simply  participate  in  the  administration  of  justice,  as  in  the  French  terri¬ 
tories;  in  fact  it  was  left  almost  entirely  to  them.  But  both  jurisdiction 
and  accounts  were  controlled.  Death  sentences,  for  instance,  had  to  be 
confirmed  by  the  British  resident.  In  the  south,  small  native  authorities 
were  assembled  into  native  courts,  which  were  often  unsatisfactory. 

Lugard  was  aware  of  the  great  difficulties  and  inevitable  mistakes  in¬ 
herent  in  the  system,  and  realized  that  the  “standards  of  right  and  wrong”, 
i.e.  the  colonial  power’s  concepts  of  morality  and  legality,  had  not  yet 
been  accepted.  But  the  decisive  factor,  thought  Lugard,  was  that  a  direct 
administration  would  not  benefit  the  African  society  and  would  leave  it 
in  its  “primitive”  state.  Moreover,  the  small  Europeanized  61ite  was  already 
beginning  to  agitate.  He  considered  India  a  negative  example,  because  the 
British  administration  in  India,  excellent  as  it  may  be,  had  unnecessarily 
destroyed  the  traditional  order  of  things  and  had  taught  the  Indians 
nothing  but  obedience.  Accordingly,  Lugard  judged  the  princely  states 
positively.^®  In  retrospect  one  can  see  the  major  problem  of  indirect  rule 
arising  here:  the  earnest  desire  to  operate  within  the  traditional  society 
and  to  give  the  natives  a  part  in  the  administration  went  hand  in  hand 
with  a  conservative  tendency  to  rely  exclusively  on  the  native  rulers,  which 
meant  neglecting  the  new  educated  elite. 

Indirect  rule  was  applied  not  only  in  Nigeria.  In  the  Gold  Coast, 
Governor  Sir  Gordon  Guggisberg  strengthen  the  authority  of  the  chiefs 
and  the  native  councils  in  1927  and  extended  their  jurisdiction.  But  his 
attempts  to  persuade  the  chiefs  to  set  up  native  treasuries  were  only 
partly  successful.^^  In  1921  a  department  of  ethnology  was  set  up  under 
R.  S.  Rattray  which  carried  out  extensive  investigations  into  the  structure 
of  the  Ashanti  kingdom,  described  its  “democratic”  aspects  and  explained 
the  significance  of  the  Golden  Stool.  During  the  Ashanti  wars  the  British 
had  tried  to  seize  the  Golden  Stool;  however,  when  it  came  to  light  uii- 
expectedly  in  1921  they  restored  it  to  the  Ashanti  as  the  symbol  of  their 
“nation”.  They  also  allowed  the  king,  who  had  been  exiled  in  1896,  to 
return  in  1924,  and  in  1935  the  Ashanti  kingdom  was  officially  recognized 

and  a  Confederacy  Council  set  up. 

There  was  an  interesting  attempt  to  incorporate  the  chiefs  into  the 
Legislative  Council.  In  the  colony’s  new  constitution  in  1925  there  were 
fifteen  official  members  as  opposed  to  fourteen  non-officials,  of  whom  nine 
were  elected  Africans.  Tliree  represented  the  towns  (elected  with  a  high 
census)  while  the  other  six  were  “paramount  chiefs”  elected  by  the  chiefs 
and  their  councils  on  a  provincial  level.  These  provincial  councils  had 
little  power  and  were  primarily  intended  to  have  an  educational  function: 
smaller  units  were  amalgamated  into  larger  ones,  the  chiefs  were  fa- 
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miliarized  with  the  problems  of  modem  administration  such  as  education 
and  agricultural  methods.  At  the  same  time  the  administration  managed 
to  strengthen  the  chiefs’  powers  in  order  to  counterbalance  the  nascent 
opposition  of  the  Western-educated  Africans.  The  conservative  aspects  of 
indirect  rule  became  apparent  here,  too.^^  The  aims  Governor  Guggis- 
berg  had  set  himself,  namely  to  actively  promote  economic  development 
and  the  educational  system  and  to  slowly  Africanize  the  administrative 
cadre,  were  only  partly  successful.  True,  by  means  of  the  indirect  electoral 
system,  indirect  rule  was  brought  closer  to  the  British  type  of  representation 
and  the  former  system  of  nominating  African  representatives  was  replaced 
by  elections;  but  neither  the  native  authorities  and  provincial  councils  nor 
the  urban  administrations  functioned  satisfactorily.  And  in  the  meantime, 
the  tensions  between  the  traditional  class  and  its  chiefs  and  the  rising 
bourgeoisie  and  intelligentsia  became  increasingly  more  acute.^® 

Donald  Gameron  brought  his  many  years  of  experience  in  Nigeria  to 
East  Africa  when  he  was  governor  of  Tanganyika  from  1925  to  1931.^^  As 
early  as  1926  he  refashioned  the  direct  rule,  dating  from  the  German 
occupation  and  in  which  Africans  of  Arab  origin  had  also  been  appointed 
(Akidas),  into  a  system  of  indirect  rule  on  the  Nigerian  model.  He  care¬ 
fully  examined  the  methods  of  nomination  and  the  powers  of  the  chiefs 
and  introduced  native  treasuries  and  native  courts.  The  numerous  native 
authorities  were  joined  into  "federations”  whose  council  met  annually  to 
debate  questions  of  taxation,  soil  erosion,  afforestation,  tsetse  plague,  the 
market  structure,  etc. 

There  was  another  significant  feature  of  Gameron’s  term  as  governor. 
The  thinly  settled  and  poor  land  of  Tanganyika  is  suitable  for  white 
settlement  only  in  certain  areas;  during  the  German  occupation  and  in 
the  first  years  after  the  war  land  was  accordingly  apportioned  to  the 
settlers  for  sisal  and  coffee  plantations.  In  this  way  Tanganyika  could 
have  become  a  second  Kenya,  but  Gameron  used  the  mandate  statute  to 
prevent  this.  In  his  opinion  trusteeship  demanded  a  different  land  policy. 
Gameron  did  not  exclude  the  white  settlers— who  certainly  fulfilled  an 
important  function— but  he  exerted  strict  control  with  suitable  agrarian 
laws  and  tried  to  prevent  expropriation  of  native  lands.  His  prime  concern 
was  to  encourage  the  African  producer.  The  same  applied  to  labour  law. 
Cameron  refused  the  settlers’  demands  for  administrative  aid  or  higher 
taxation  to  force  the  natives  to  work  as  day  labourers  on  their  farms. 
Nor  did  he  accept  the  whites’  demand  for  self-government.  He  took 
trusteeship  seriously  and  did  not  want  to  use  it  to  prevent  the  African 
population  from  obtaining  self-government.  No  wonder  the  settlers  op¬ 
posed  this  energetic  and  self-willed  governor,  who  owed  his  appointment 
to  the  Labour  government.  The  former  governor  of  Kenya,  Sir  Edward 
Grigg,  was  led  to  remark  scornfully:  "The  paramountcy  of  native  interest 
governed  everything.”^® 

Donald  Cameron  became  governor-general  of  Nigeria  in  1931.  In  1934, 


GREAT  BRITAIN 


129 

in  his  Principles  of  Native  Administration  and  Their  Application,  he  laid 
down  the  new  guiding  principles  of  Indirect  Rule.  TTiis  seemed  nec¬ 
essary  since  Lugard's  concepts  were  threatening  to  freeze  into  dogma, 
which  was  evidence  of  tendencies  inconsistent  with  the  original  theory  of 
Indirect  Rule.  In  particular  this  applied  to  Sir  C.  L.  Temple,  chief  sec¬ 
retary  of  Northern  Nigeria  from  1910  to  1913  and  acting  governor  from 
1914  to  1917,  and  author  of  Native  Races  and  Their  Rulers  in  1918.^® 
Temple,  who  dealt  exclusively  with  the  emirates  of  the  north,  treating 
them  as  “quasi-independent”  states,  wanted  to  reduce  administrative  in¬ 
tervention  as  far  as  possible.  Only  thus  could  the  “native  races”  follow 
their  own  laws  of  development.  “You  must  shut  your  eyes,  up  to  a 
certain  point,  to  a  great  many  practices  which  though  not  absolutely 
repugnant  to  humanity,  are  nevertheless  reprehensible  to  other  ideas.”^^ 
Temple  was  prepared  to  exert  a  great  deal  of  restraint  and  to  leave  the 
feudal  autocratic  structure  of  the  emirates  untouched.  His  ideal  was  a 
“thoroughly  able,  well-meaning,  liberal-minded  Emir  ruling  over  a  unit 
untouched  by  foreign  influence”.^®  Accordingly  he  was  very  wary  of  the 
educated  African,  whom  he  considered  alienated  from  his  tribe  and  who 
could  therefore  only  be  employed  as  a  minor  official.  Temple  objected 
strongly  to  European  education  in  Northern  Nigeria,  criticized  the  mis¬ 
sions,  and  thought  it  would  be  enough  to  develop  the  Muslim  schools.^® 
Characteristically  he  remarked:  “We  may  even  [!]  give  him,  in  very 
limited  numbers,  the  keys  of  learning,  of  art,  of  science.  But  what  are  all 
these  things  compared  to  fellowship,  companionship,  the  society  of  equals, 
pride  of  race,  patriotism?”^®  So,  rather  than  modern  European  civili¬ 
zation,  he  idealized  the  Northern  Nigerian  social  structure,  wanting  not 
only  to  preserve  it,  but  even  to  guard  it  as  much  as  possible  against  con¬ 
tact  with  the  modem  world.  He  did  not  ask  himself  whether  this  attitude 
was  still  tenable  now  that  the  construction  of  roads  and  railways,  the 
development  of  trade  and  export  production,  were  constantly  and  ir¬ 
revocably  increasing  ties  with  the  coast.  The  Africans'  confrontation  with 
modern  life  could  not  be  avoided  nor  could  their  adaptation  be  made 
easier  by  this  method.  Such  attempts  to  seal  them  as  hermetically  as 
possible  against  external  influences  and  eventually  to  give  them  autonomy 
within  the  framework  of  the  native  authorities— and  above  all  of  the 
emirates  of  the  north— made  indirect  rale  a  reactionary  policy  lacking 
the  perspective  it  undoubtedly  had  in  Lugard’s  day. 

In  the  south,  many  of  the  artificially  formed  native  authorities  worked 
badly  and  attempts  to  reform  them  after  extensive  anthropological  studies 
did  not  bring  the  expected  results.^^ 

In  an  important  speech  to  the  Legislative  Council  on  6  March  1933^^ 
and  in  his  Principles,  Cameron  attacked  the  dogmatization  of  Indirect 
Rule.  He  said  an  untouched  feudal  monarchy  and  a  Northern  Nigeria 
closed  to  external  influence  could  not  be  the  aim  of  British  policy.  The 
time  had  come  to  open  the  curtain!  One  could  not  compare  Ae  Muslim 
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emirates  to  the  Indian  princely  states  with  their  ofEcial  sovereignty.  Not 
less,  but  more  control  and  influence  were  needed  today.  Cameron  pointed 
to  the  fact  that  the  “more  primitive”  Ibo  tribes  had  already  culturally  out¬ 
stripped  the  peoples  of  the  north.  If  the  native  authority  was  not  already 
in  existence  and  the  chief  not  propped  up  from  below,  he  would  prefer 
direct  rule,  since  the  native  administration  was  only  a  means  and  not  an 
end  in  itself.  “The  end  to  be  sought  is,  in  brief,  just  government  according 
to  civilised  standards  and  the  moral  and  material  well-being  of  the 
people.”^^  Everything  should  be  done  “to  prevent  the  old  native  con¬ 
stitutions  from  becoming  frozen  in  and  thus  reactionary” Intervention 
when  necessary  must  not  be  avoided  just  because  of  principles  or  for 
reasons  of  prestige.  The  economic  and  social  duty  of  the  colonial  power 
was  being  forgotten^®;  it  was  very  important  “to  ensure  that  by  the  use 
of  proper  channels  the  fabric  of  native  political  organization  shall  not  be 
broken  down  under  the  pressure  of  modem  demands,  and  that,  when¬ 
ever  possible,  for  the  sake  of  the  future,  development  shall  be  carried 
out  executively  by  the  native  organization”.^® 

Cameron’s  concern  differed  markedly  from  Temple’s.  Cameron  did  not 
want  indirect  rule  to  mean  leaving  the  African  people  to  their  own  devices 
nor  guarding  them  from  confrontation  with  the  modem  world;  rather  it 
should  prepare  them  for  this  confrontation  and  facilitate  adjustment  on 
the  basis  of  the  traditional  society. 

Governor-General  Cameron’s  new  interpretation  of  Indirect  Rule, 
which  could  be  traced  directly  to  Lugard’s  original  theories,  was  a  reply 
to  the  frequent  criticism  levelled  at  administrative  methods  in  Nigeria  in 
the  19  30s  .27  The  discussion  of  Indirect  Rule  was  among  the  most  in¬ 
teresting  aspects  of  British  colonial  policy  between  the  wars  and  deserves 
special  mention  in  our  context,  particularly  since  it  paved  the  way  to  the 
post-war  position. 

W.  R.  Crocker,28  a  practical  man,  attacked  the  tendency  of  men  such 
as  Temple  and  his  successors  to  make  indirect  mle  into  a  kind  of  “secret 
science”.^®  Reality,  he  said  was  different  from  theory.®®  Many  native 
authorities  had  proved  incapable— often  the  chiefs  and  elders  were  very  old 
and  illiterate.  Tliey  had  allowed  too  much  corruption  in  tax-collecting 
and  jurisdiction,  which  made  continual  intervention  by  the  administration 
necessary;  indirect  rule  had  thus  become  impracticable.  “Indirect  Rule 
worked  to  bolster  up  effete  and  eorrupt  chiefs  at  the  expense  of  their 
people.” 

The  missionaries,  for  their  part,  also  had  a  certain  interest  in  pointing  to 
the  discrepancy  between  doctrine  and  reality,  for  they  had  been  given 
little  room  for  expansion  in  Northern  Nigeria.  Lugard’s  principles  had 
become  “shibboleths”  and  “sentimental  nonsense”,  they  said.®^  The  feu¬ 
dal  Muslim  emirs  had  refused  modern  education  in  their  territories  and 
were  being  abetted  in  this  by  the  administration.  Britain  was  supporting 
economie  development  but  preventing  education;  this  was  not  develop- 
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ment  '‘along  indigenous  lines”  but  a  dubious  attempt  to  preserve  a 
society  by  artificial  means. 

These  men  exposed  the  conservative  tendencies  and  dubious  results  of 
indirect  rule.  They  said  the  administration,  like  the  now  popular  an¬ 
thropologists  and  enthnologists,  had  shown  little  or  no  interest  in  mod¬ 
ernizing  the  old  institutions  and  authorities  and  adapting  them  to  new 
circumstances.  The  native  authorities  were  too  “Arcadian  for  the  anthro¬ 
pologists  ...  a  model  for  barbaric  or  medieval  sovereignties”.®^  Indirect 
rule  had  by  no  means  democratized  the  emirs  and  chiefs;  instead  it  had 
further  increased  their  autocracy.  Where  they  used  to  be  controlled  by 
their  fellow-tribesmen,  and  even,  in  cases  of  conflict,  deposed  or  exiled, 
now  the  colonial  power  was  helping  them  to  exploit  their  own  subjects. 
“In  other  words,  the  Indirect  Rule  of  the  British  had  established  the 
Direct  Rule  of  the  Tula  Emirs.”®®  Countless  grievances  and  crimes  were 
not  even  known  to  the  administration  and  so  it  was  not  surprising  that 
it  was  caught  off  guard  by  the  1929  uprising.®^  The  result  was  mal¬ 
practice  and  corruption  in  the  name  of  the  European  power;  in  spite  of 
the  allegedly  indirect  control,  the  chiefs  were  widely  considered  to  be 
nothing  more  than  the  mouthpieces  of  the  administration,  which  is  why 
they  were  often  obeyed  only  under  compulsion.®®  This  contradicted  the 
concept  of  trusteeship.  Naturally  this  criticism  was  taken  up  by  the  Labour 
party,  although  only  just  before  the  outbreak  of  war.®® 

The  most  important  argument  against  Indirect  Rule,  in  terms  of  the 
future,  turned  on  the  very  real  problem  of  the  position  of  the  “educated 
Africans”  within  the  system.  The  new  generation  of  Africans  educated 
and  trained  in  European  schools,  who  did  not  usually  come  from  the 
upper  classes  and  represented  a  new  intelligentsia,  were  totally  overlooked 
by  the  native  authorities.  This  aggravated  the  already  existing  tensions 
between  the  old  tribal  order  and  the  young  educated  class,  and  each  was 
suspicious  of  the  other.  Since  the  educated  Africans  were  given  no  respon¬ 
sibility  in  the  administration,  they  were  driven  into  opposition. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  dislike  and  open  contempt  on  the  part 
of  the  administration— and  of  the  Europeans  in  Africa  in  general— for  this 
supposedly  arrogant  class,  which  was  in  fact  fighting  for  its  place  in 
society.  “The  dislike  of  many  Indirect  Rule  Administrators  for  this  class 
of  men  often  passes  all  bounds,  but  they  cannot  be  ignored.”®'^  British 
colonial  officials  knew  how  to  treat  the  traditional  leaders  and  were  also 
aware  of  their  responsibility  to  the  masses;  but  they  kept  their  distance 
from  the  young  bourgeoisie  intelligentsia  and  were  rarely  prepared  to  ac¬ 
knowledge  them  as  the  rising  elite.  Since  this  discrimination  seemed  justi¬ 
fied  in  terms  of  indirect  rule,  the  system’s  latent  tendency  to  conservatism 
now  became  clearly  apparent.  Lugard  had  already  demonstrated  his  prefer¬ 
ence  for  Kaduna  in  the  north,  which  was  still  almost  untouched  by 
European  civilization,  to  the  harbour  town  of  Lagos.®®  Since  he  did  not 
value  the  educated  Africans,  he  arbitrarily  relegated  them  to  the  adminis- 
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trative  service,  the  educational,  technical  and  economic  spheres,  and  only 
allowed  them  a  political  voice  in  the  municipalities.®®  Cameron,  however, 
proposed  giving  the  native  authorities  a  mixed  council  in  which  the 
Western-educated  Africans  should  also  be  represented;  but  curiously,  or 
perhaps  typically,  said  nothing  further  about  this  class.^® 

So  a  paradoxical  situation  arose.  We  have  already  mentioned  that  in¬ 
direct  rule  was  intended  to  be  a  form  of  local  government  which  would 
leave  local  affairs  in  the  hands  of  the  African  inhabitants  within  their  own 
traditional  order,  so  as  to  gradually  familiarize  them  with  modem  methods 
of  administration.  But  since  these  Western-educated  Africans  were  largely 
excluded,  the  result  was  just  the  opposite.  The  idea  of  “education”  in 
local  government  with  a  view  to  forming  a  democratic,  self-governing 
unit  on  the  Western  model  did  not  work  in  practice.  The  native  authori¬ 
ties  seldom  proved  able  to  cope  with  technical  problems  and  social  serv¬ 
ices  and  had  to  rely  constantly  on  the  help  of  the  administration.  In 
many  cases  a  more  direct  form  of  administration  might  have  been  a 
better  preparation  for  the  future  than  a  native  authority  of  elders  and 
chiefs.^^  It  is  not  surprising  that  the  emirates  of  the  north,  which  were 
originally  much  better  organized,  fell  behind  those  of  the  south.  Although 
Great  Britain  had  insisted  that  self-government  must  first  be  practised  in 
the  local  sphere,  the  Second  World  War  so  speeded  up  the  political  eman¬ 
cipation  of  West  Africa  that  the  local  administration  could  not  keep  pace. 
After  1945,  therefore,  great  efforts  were  needed  to  catch  up  before  self- 
government  could  be  granted. 

Britain  became  aware  of  this  problem  in  the  late  1930s.  In  a  sense 
Indirect  Rule  had  achieved  the  opposite  of  what  was  originally  intended 
and  of  which  it  was  so  proud.  Certainly  it  let  the  traditional  leaders 
and  authorities  “rule”,  but  at  the  same  time  it  effectively  neutralized 
politically  the  new  classes  who  were  so  important  to  the  future.  These 
classes  more  and  more  clearly  became  the  mouthpieces  of  the  Africans, 
however  much  the  administration  asserted  that  they  were  only  a  small 
minority  who  had  dissociated  themselves  from  the  tribal  tradition  and 
order.  As  early  as  1935,  Professor  Coupland  warned  Britain:  “Already  in¬ 
deed,  it  appears  that  some  of  the  West  African  intelligentsia  suspect  our 
motives  and  imagine  that  we  want  to  hold  them  dovm  to  their  African 
past,  almost  to  keep  them  primitive,  for  fear  lest  they  become  like  our¬ 
selves  and  challenge  our  superiority.”^^  A  book,  British  Empire,  published 
by  Chatham  House  in  1937,  pointed  out  the  inherent  weakness  of  In¬ 
direct  Rule:  “Generally  spoken,  it  is  impossible  for  the  educated  native 
(unless  he  is  a  chief  or  the  son  of  a  chief)  to  rise  to  a  post  in  which  the 
initiation  of  policy  is  required  and  expected.”^®  Even  Margery  Perham, 
who  was  close  to  Lugard,  conceded:  “Indirect  rule  may  indeed  stand  or 
fall  according  to  the  expression  it  affords  to  the  political  energies  of  the 
educated  class.”^^  However,  like  Lugard,  in  1937  she  still  considered 
this  class  only  in  terms  of  the  municipalities  and  the  native  authority 
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councils.^®  Lord  Hailey  was  no  longer  eontent  with  this.  He  thought  that 
the  new  tasks  in  local  administration  could  be  performed  successfully  and 
the  new  classes  be  incorporated  in  time  only  if  the  institutions  were  ad¬ 
justed: 

Its  [Indirect  Rule’s]  real  task  will  come  when  the  traditional  native 
authorities  are  faced  with  the  necessity  of  introducing  social  services  on 
something  more  than  the  rudimentary  scale  to  which  they  are  now  ac¬ 
customed.  .  .  .  Up  to  the  present  time  the  fact  that  the  system  makes 
little  provision  for  recognizing  educated  opinion  has  not  resulted  in  open 
opposition  to  it;  in  the  future  however  it  will  inevitably  have  to  meet 
pressure  due  to  this  cause.  .  .  .  One  of  the  gravest  problems  will  be  the 
development  of  a  legal  and  administrative  system  which  will  provide  for 
the  rapidly  growing  class  whose  social  life  is  not  assimilative  to  that  of  the 
Europeans  but  which  cannot  be  suitably  regulated  by  tribal  institutions.^® 

Hailey  rightly  stressed  that  in  the  future  educated  Africans  would  no 
longer  be  content  with  existing  administrative  methods.  He  said  they 
opposed  indirect  rule,  because  to  them  it  was  certainly  no  praiseworthy 
attempt  to  maintain  African  institutions  and  traditions  but  rather  a 
method  of  administration  based  on  feudal  authorities  whom  it  corrupted; 
moreover  it  gave  no  opportunities  to  the  new  educated  class  and  actually 
prevented  self-govemment.^’^  This  opposition  was  apparent  in  Nigeria 
as  well  as  in  the  Gold  Coast,  although  it  was  in  Nigeria  that  Guggisberg 
had  tried  to  train  Africans  for  administrative  duties  at  Achimota  College 
and  to  give  them  access  to  the  native  councils.^®  It  is  sufficient  here  to 
quote  a  meaningful  passage  from  the  1938  Charter  of  the  Nigerian 
Youth  Movement: 

We  are  opposed  to  the  term  Indirect  Rule  literally  as  well  as  in  principle. 
Honest  tmsteeship  implies  direct  British  Rule  with  a  view  to  ultimate 
Self-Government.  We  shall  therefore  strive  for  the  complete  abolition  of 
the  indirect  rule  system.  Native  Administration  should  be  a  form  of  local 
Government,  and  it  is  for  that  reason  that  we  will  encourage  and  support 
it.^^ 

The  educated  Africans’  movement  for  emancipation  called  on  the 
trusteeship  to  justify  their  demand  for  direct  rule,  evidently  believing 
that  trusteeship  was  more  likely  than  indirect  rule  to  lead  to  self- 
government.  This  raises  the  important  question  of  the  ultimate  aim  of 
indirect  rule;  what  was  Britain’s  attitude  during  the  inter-war  years  to 
the  future  of  the  West  African  colonies? 

We  will  have  to  start  from  Lugard  again.  Like  the  pre-war  proconsuls 
he  thought  it  was  wrong  to  transplant  the  European  system  of  government 
with  its  elections,  representative  bodies  and  parliamentary  majority  de¬ 
cisions  to  Africa.  Experience,  including  India,  had  shown,  he  said,  that 
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the  native  peoples  with  their  different  traditions  and  their  autocratie 
past  would  not  be  ready  for  this  for  generations: 

The  ultimate  goal  of  our  political  teaching  must  be  suited  to  the  genius  and 
temperament  of  the  people  or  it  will  lead  to  failure.  Must  we  not  admit 
that  history  and  modern  experience  alike  contradict  the  assumption  that 
an  educated  minority  with  no  tradition  of  rule  can  successfully  govern 
kingdoms  composed  of  diverse  and  warlike  races,  with  ancient  feuds,  and 
mutually  intolerant  creeds?  In  the  larger  dependencies  of  Africa  more 
especially,  where  the  great  diversity  of  race  and  language,  no  less  than 
the  prohibitive  distances  render  effective  representation  in  any  case  im¬ 
practicable,  it  seems  open  to  doubt  whether  the  path  which  leads  to 
representative  government  is  conditioned  by  a  certain  choice  of  rulers; 
primitive  tribes  which  have  not  yet  evolved  the  rudiments  of  social 
organization  must  in  any  case  be  subjected  to  many  years  or  generations 
of  bureaucratic  rule  before  they  can  be  fitted  for  representative  institu- 
tions.®** 

Lugard  refused  the  educated  Africans’  demand  for  representative  insti¬ 
tutions  or  stronger  representation  within  the  existing  legislative  council 
as  the  unjustified  claim  of  a  non-representative  minority.  He  was  scornful 
of  the  pre-1914  legislative  council  of  Lagos®^;  the  Nigerian  council  he 
himself  set  up  in  1913,  which  included  six  Africans,  merely  had  the 
function  of  accepting  his  annual  reports.®^  Indirect  rule  did  not  need 
such  institutions,  said  Lugard;  the  system  of  combining  British  adminis¬ 
tration  with  native  authorities  complied  with  the  existing  situation  and 
the  large  variety  of  tribes,  and  it  would  continue  to  be  adequate  for 
a  long  time  to  come.  Education  should  be  the  affair  of  the  native 
authorities  and  not  of  Western  institutions.  Indirect  rule  had  an  important 
advantage  in  his  opinion:  “A  native  ruler  can  be  guided  and  controlled 
and  if  necessary  replaced.  An  oligarchy  of  so-called  representatives  which 
proves  itself  unfit  to  govern  is  much  more  difficult  to  deal  with,  or, 
once  established,  to  get  rid  of.”®^  These  words  betray  the  proconsul 
who  does  not  want  his  powers  to  be  curtailed,  shows  his  disdain  of 
the  young  elite  and  his  preference  to  rely  on  the  chiefs  who  can  be 
guided,  and  if  necessary  deposed. 

Lugard  did  however  realize  in  1922  that  “the  coloured  races  of  the 
world  are  awakening  to  self-consciousness  under  Western  influence.  In 
Africa  tribal  rule  is  disintegrating”.®^  This  Western  influence  should  be 
checked  as  efficiently  as  possible  and  intercepted  by  indirect  rule.  Great 
Britain  must  certainly  maintain  its  trusteeship  for  decades  if  not  genera¬ 
tions  to  come,  even  if  this  should  gain  it  no  thanks.  It  was  more 
dangerous  to  proceed  too  quickly  than  too  slowly.®®  The  future  of 
indirect  rule,  the  problem  of  Nigerian  unity  or  of  an  extension  of  the 
legislative  councils,  were  not  yet  topical  problems  for  Lugard. 

In  the  1930s  his  position  changed  noticeably.  He  still  considered 
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the  introduction  of  a  representative  system  premature,  yet  he  found 
himself  forced  by  the  general  turn  of  events  to  include  this  more  clearly 
than  before  in  his  plans  for  the  future.®®  In  1939  he  finally  declared 
that  dominion  status  was  the  aim  of  British  colonial  policy.®'^ 
Temple  gives  us  some  pointers  on  the  concept  of  Indirect  Rule  in 
the  1920s.  He  rejected  the  current  opinion  that  a  race  could  for  an 
indefinite  time  “remain  subject  to  another”,®®  and  thought  it  inevitable 
that  “they  will  some  day  recapture  their  liberty”.®®  Indirect  rule  must 
create  the  conditions  for  this.  In  one  or  two  generations  the  Northern 
Nigerian  emirates  and  the  Yoruba  units  would  certainly  be  able  to 
cope  with  their  internal  affairs.  “I  do  not  see  why  in  due  course,  if 
proper  use  is  made  of  native  institutions,  those  races  which  are  now 
subject  should  not  take  their  places  in  the  ranks  of  that  group  of  allied 
nations,  as  they  may  I  think  rightly  be  called,  which  form  the  British 
Empire.”®®  It  followed  from  Temple’s  concept  of  indirect  rule  that  he 
considered  certain  native  authorities,  particularly  the  emirates,  as  capable 
of  governing  themselves  autonomously.  It  is  worth  noting  that  he 
places  them  on  the  same  level  as  the  dominions,  evidently  under  the 
assumption  that  the  latter  determined  only  their  own  internal  affairs 
and  not  their  foreign  policy.  So  in  the  case  of  Nigeria  foreign  policy 
would  still  be  controlled  by  Britain;  of  course  only  the  larger  units 
within  the  country  would  obtain  autonomy.  Temple  did  not  propose 
a  separate  Northern  Nigeria;  he  did  not  ask  himself  whether  the  Nigerian 
central  administration  established  by  London  in  1912-1914  could  serve 
as  the  basis  for  a  future  state  and  certainly  never  contemplated  represeiita- 
tive  or  even  responsible  government.  He  did  not  have  in  mind  domiiiion 
status  for  Nigeria,  but  merely  an  extension  of  the  native  authorities 
into  autonomous  districts  within  the  British  colony.  He  did  not  use 
the  term  self-government,  but  he  obviously  believed — since  he  spoke  of 
regaining  freedom — that  this  had  already  been  achieved  by  granting 
autonomy  on  the  basis  of  indirect  rule,  and  that  it  did  not  entail  a 
parliamentary  system  or  full  dominion  status.  ^ 

Governor-General  Sir  Hugh  Glifford  propounded  similar  ideas  in  his 
frequently  quoted  address  to  the  Nigerian  Gouncil  on  29  December 
1920.®!  He  attacked  the  West  African  National  Gonference  formed  in 
Accra  which  had  sent  a  delegation  to  London  the  previous  autumn 
and  handed  colonial  minister  Milner  a  memorandum  with  demands  that 
seem  quite  moderate  today.  The  members  of  this  organization,  he  said, 
were  “a  self-selected  and  self-appointed  congregation  of  educated  African 
gentlemen”  who  were  evading  their  duties  to  the  natural  rulers  and  had 
adopted  political  theories  inconsistent  with  the  level  of  African  civiliza¬ 
tion.  To  talk  about  a  West  African  nation  was  ridiculous;  even  the 
notion  of  a  Nigerian  state— in  so  far  as  the  impossible  was  at  all  possible 
-must  be  rejected  since,  said  Glifford,  it  meant  the  overthrow  of  the 
traditional  order:  the  government  promoted  the  tribal  organizations  which 
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“are  to  be  regarded  as  the  natural  expressions  of  [African]  political 
genius.  ...  It  is  the  task  of  the  Government  of  Nigeria  to  build 
up  and  to  fortify  these  natural  institutions”.  “Real  national  self-govern¬ 
ment”  concerned  these  “self-contained  and  mutually  independent  Native 
States”. 

It  is  true  that  around  1920  there  was  no  Nigerian  nation  yet.  There 
were  few  links  between  north  and  south  and  the  membership  of  the 
first  African  nationalist  movement  hardly  reached  beyond  the  harbour 
towns.  But  what  is  more  important  for  us  is  that  the  administration 
had  no  intention  of  creating  any  kind  of  Nigerian  nation.  Plans  for 
the  future  were  confined  to  a  certain  autonomy  for  the  native  authori¬ 
ties,  for  which  Clifford  used  the  terms  “national”,  “self-government”  and 
“independent”.  Their  ambiguity  becomes  apparent  here;  certainly  the 
“gradual  grant  of  self-government”  did  not  necessarily  have  to  entail 
dominion  status  and  was  used  in  the  far  more  limited  sense  of  extended 
local  autonomy. 

In  1934  Donald  Cameron  went  a  step  further.  He  stressed  the  need 
for  a  clear  definition  of  aims  and  demanded  the  unification  of  north 
and  south;  the  individual  regions  of  Nigeria  could  not  become  “separate 
self-governing  units”. With  this  assertion  he  opposed  Temple,  perhaps 
also  Clifford,  and  certainly  went  against  current  opinion.  But  although 
Cameron  urged  Nigerian  unity,  he  made  no  real  efforts  in  that  direction. 
In  1922  Clifford  had  constituted  a  new  legislative  council  and  had  intro¬ 
duced  the  principle  of  elections;  in  Lagos  and  Calabar  four  African 
members  with  high  census  qualifications  were  elected.  This  reform, 
modest  as  it  was,  increased  the  political  consciousness  of  the  Africans 
and  produced  the  first  parties  with  their  own  press  organs.®^  This 
went  a  step  further  than  Lugard.  But  until  1947  this  council  remained 
confined  to  the  south,  and  until  then  Nigeria  had  no  central  “parliament”. 
The  racially,  religiously  and  economically  very  different  areas  were  not 
brought  together  but  treated  as  separate  units  that  were  held  together 
only  by  the  networks  of  transportation  and  communication,  trade  and 
the  colonial  administration — above  all  by  the  technical  departments.  It 
is  significant  that  Cameron  invited  both  the  emirs  of  the  north  and 
the  Yoruba  chiefs  of  the  south  to  conferences  intended  to  widen  their 
vision;  but  he  considered  a  closer  conneetion  between  north  and  south 
unpractical  or  premature.  The  same  applies  to  the  Gold  Coast  where 
the  administration  tried  to  foster  a  certain  regional  unity  in  the  colony 
and  in  the  Ashanti  territory  (where  the  term  “nation”  was  used),  but 
continued  to  govern  both  parts  separately.  “Nationhood”  was  to  develop 
via  the  above-mentioned  provincial  councils  and  thus  via  the  native 
authorities.®^ 

This  aspect  of  British  West  African  policy  between  the  wars  is  very 
important  by  comparison  with  France.  The  large  administrative  units 
of  French  West  Africa  and  French  Equatorial  Africa,  which  granted 
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only  limited  autonomy,  seemed  to  incline  towards  strong  African  units, 
while  the  British  administration’s  indirect  rule  seemed  to  favor  a  definite 
separatism.  Until  the  Second  World  War,  at  any  rate,  the  tendency 
to  “Balkanize”  Africa  was  stronger  in  the  British  than  in  the  French 
colonies. 

Cameron’s  view  of  the  future  was  unclear.  He  spoke  of  “free  institu¬ 
tions  in  the  dependent  countries  and  ultimate  autonomy”  as  the  aim 
of  indirect  rule,®®  but  without  making  it  clear  exactly  what  he  meant. 
The  term  “autonomy”  was  seldom  used  in  the  British  colonial  discussion; 
“self-government”  usually  implied  a  certain  amount  of  autonomy.  Cam¬ 
eron  was  obviously  not  thinking  in  terms  of  dominion  status.  In  the 
case  of  Tanganyika,  however,  eventual  dissociation  had  to  be  reckoned 
with,  because  the  mandate  demanded  it;  a  mandate  is  only  valid  “until 
the  people  can  stand  by  themselves”.®®  But  here,  too,  this  aim  was  not 
to  be  achieved  via  elections  and  a  parliamentary  system  but  through 
the  native  authorities.  The  preparation  would  take  decades,  thought 
Cameron,  until  one  day  Africans  and  Europeans  could  stand  beside 
one  another  with  equal  rights  and  rule  Tanganyika  together.  How  this 
was  to  be  done  was  left  to  the  future.  What  is  important  is  that  Cameron 
rejected  the  concept  of  the  white  man’s  country  and  contemplated  a 
multi-racial  community.®'^ 

The  opinions  of  Margery  Perham,  a  liberal  reformer  and  recognized 
expert  on  West  Africa  who  worked  vdth  Lord  Lugard,  are  instructive. 
In  1934  she  clearly  accepted  future  self-government  for  the  African 
territories:  since  this  had  been  granted  to  Canada  in  the  nineteenth 
century,  it  was  also  necessary  to  allow  the  Africans  “to  take  their  place 
in  the  world  as  self-governing  nations”.®®  “There  comes  a  time  when 
the  most  liberal  rulers  can  no  longer  help  a  dependent  people”  and 
it  was  Britain’s  duty  to  prepare  Nigeria  for  its  future  as  “a  stable  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  society  of  nations”.®®  Thus,  in  the  193°^,  she  demanded 
a  unified  Nigeria,  a  “sound  united  state”,'^®  to  be  achieved  by  drawing 
Indirect  Rule  to  its  logical  conclusion.  The  native  authorities  should 
be  given  more  responsibility  and  then  be  joined  into  federations,  regional 
at  first  and  then  inter-regional.  The  autocratic  tendencies  of  the  emirs 
and  chiefs  must  not  be  surrendered  to;  rather  an  attempt  must  be  made  to 
link  up  north  and  south.  Since  the  educated  Africans  did  not  get  on  with 
the  native  authorities,  but  demanded  Western  representative  institutions 
—which  on  the  whole  was  quite  understandable— they  must,  she  said 
(as  Cameron  had  already  said),  be  given  more  opportunity  to  take 
part  in  the  administration.  By  this  she  meant,  however,  only  the  urban 
administration,  the  technical  departments  of  the  central  administration 
and  the  native  authorities,  and  not  the  administrative  service  as  such.^^ 
Africans  must  not  be  appointed  district  commissioners,  residents  ^  or 
governors.  These  offices  would  have  to  be  abolished  one  day,  which 
would  be  very  difficult  if  they  were  occupied  by  Africans.  So  she  took 
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a  logical  step  beyond  the  theory,  or  rather  fiction,  that  indirect  rule 
was  simply  an  advisory  task  of  the  British  administration.  The  difference 
from  direct  administration,  as  practised  by  France,  becomes  very  clear 
here.  In  French  practice,  it  was  logical  to  include  Africans  in  the  higher 
administrative  service  in  the  name  of  integration  and  assimilation;  the 
beginnings  of  this— we  may  recall  Eboue— occurred  before  1939. 

The  same  principle  should  apply  to  the  legislative  council.  This  had 
fulfilled  its  function,  said  Margery  Perham,  and  the  elected  Africans 
had  proved  themselves.  Nevertheless  she  did  not  think  it  advisable  to 
develop  the  legislature  into  representative  and  then  responsible  govern¬ 
ment.  Nigeria  could  perhaps  one  day  receive  “some  form  of  representa¬ 
tive  parliamentary  government”^^  distant  future  and 

as  the  conclusion  of  a  process  of  development  which  for  the  time  being 
should  occur  exclusively  within  the  native  authorities.^® 

So  Margery  Perham  addressed  herself  to  the  question  of  future  British 
West  African  policy,  which  was  usually  only  touched  on  briefly,  and 
took  the  concepts  of  trusteeship  and  self-government  very  seriously.  She 
considered  liberal  paternalism  and  self-government  to  be  interdependent 
and  not  mutually  exclusive  terms.  Two  aspects  of  her  thought  are 
especially  important  for  us.  For  one,  Margery  Perham  believed  the  system 
of  indirect  rule  so  far  capable  of  change  and  development  that  it  would 
be  able  to  cope  successfully  with  future  demands  on  the  local  govern¬ 
ment— an  optimistic  theory  which  was  doubted  by  other  African  experts 
at  that  time.  Secondly  she  believed  that  Indirect  Rule  could  hold  its 
own  against  the  growing  demands  of  Western-educated  Africans  without 
provoking  a  conflict  between  the  colonial  power  and  nationalist  move¬ 
ments;  only  on  this  condition  would  the  path  she  suggested  have  any 
hope  of  success.  This  attitude  shows  that  people  still  thought  there  was 
enough  time  for  London  to  lay  down  the  guide-lines  of  a  policy  that 
did  not  take  African  opposition  and  the  new  rising  classes  seriously. 
A  liberal-minded  expert  such  as  Margery  Perham  did  indeed  discuss 
responsible  government  and  dominion  status,  but  considered  it  unthink¬ 
able  that  this  could  be  achieved  for  decades  to  come.  She  makes  even 
clearer  what  we  have  already  said  about  Lugard;  around  1920  neither 
national  unity  nor  a  British  representative  system  seemed  advisable  in 
Nigeria.  In  the  1930s,  there  was  a  change  of  attitude  which  laid  the 
foundation  for  a  general  British  colonial  doctrine,  though  at  first  it 
remained  “academic”  and  scarcely  affected  administration. 

In  retrospect.  Lord  Hailey  seems  to  have  recognized  the  limitations 
of  indirect  rule  and  the  need  for  a  timely  readjustment  earlier  and 
more  clearly  than  Lord  Lugard  or  Margery  Perham.  He  was  by  no 
means  opposed  to  Indirect  Rule  and  he  too  welcomed  the  attempt  to 
prepare  Africa  for  the  modern  world  from  within,  i.e.  on  the  basis  of 
its  own  traditions  and  organizations;  nor  did  he  dispute  its  evident 
successes.  But  he  objected  to  overestimating  its  value  and  to  the  “theolog- 
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ical  fervour”  with  which  the  controversy  for  or  against  Indirect  Rule  was 
being  conductedd^  The  main  question,  he  thought,  was  which  method 
permitted  “more  gradual  adjustment  of  native  life  to  the  requirements 
of  modern  civilization  .  .  The  true  testing  point  had  yet  to  come; 
the  real  challenge  was  the  economy  with  its  cash-crop  production,  hired 
labour,  transport  and  finance,  and  the  native  authorities  were  already 
overburdened.  Perham  had  seen  these  difficulties  but  believed  the  tradi¬ 
tional  system  could  stand  up  to  them,  whereas  Hailey  pointed  out  the 
need  to  abandon  a  method  once  it  no  longer  served  its  purpose.  He 
thought  it  dangerous  to  take  a  one-sided  interest  in  the  “primitive” 
classes  of  the  population  because  this  distorted  one’s  perspective.  Africans 
must  be  given  access  to  higher  education  and  political  participation. 
Britain  was  “unduly  slow  to  realize  the  necessity  of  educating  Africans 
not  merely  to  take  the  routine  of  administration  off  the  shoulders  of 
the  European  officer,  but  to  take  part,  in  a  more  real  sense,  in  the 
actual  work  of  the  administration”.  In  the  conflict  between  traditional 
authorities  and  the  modern  educated  class  the  latter  would  eventually 
win.  Here  Hailey  seems  diametrically  opposed  to  Margery  Perham  in 
encouraging  a  more  rapid  inclusion  of  Africans  into  the  higher  adminis¬ 
tration.  He  warned  against  underestimating  the  time  factor  and  criticized 
the  fact  that  no  one  had  given  serious  thought  to  the  future  relations 
of  parliamentary  institutions  and  Indirect  Rule.  The  two  systems  were 
not  necessarily  incompatible,  yet  one  had  to  decide  clearly  on  the  ways 
and  means  of  integrating  them.  Lord  Hailey  obviously  thought  that 
indirect  rule  was  still  very  useful  in  the  local  sphere  and  that  a  system 
of  indirect  election,  as  Guggisberg  wanted  for  the  Gold  Goast,  would 
have  to  take  the  native  authorities  into  account.  On  the  other  hand, 
Britain  would  have  to  introduce  representative  institutions  on  the  Western 
model  in  West  Africa  too,  and  not  in  the  distant  future,  but  soon. 
Here  Hailey’s  views  coincide  with  those  of  Gharles  R.  Buxton  of  the 
Labour  party  and  of  W.  M.  Macmillan.''^  -jq^ey  realized  that  the  success¬ 
ful  performance  of  modern  administrative  tasks  on  the  one  hand  and 
inclusion  of  the  educated  Africans  in  the  administration  and  political 
responsibility  on  the  other,  were  the  two  most  urgent  problems  of 
the  immediate  future;  so  they  too  doubted  whether  indirect  rule  was 
a  practicable  solution. 

Indirect  Rule  as  a  policy  had  many  advantages  for  Great  Britain; 
it  complied  with  the  proclaimed  trusteeship  and  in  this  sense  it  was 
an  evolutionary  theory;  it  was  also  evidence  of  the  English  dislike  of 
imposing  their  own  institutions  on  foreign  peoples  or  aiming  at  integra¬ 
tion  or  assimilation.  And  it  was  cheap,  since  it  needed  only  a  small 
though  qualified  staff.  This  aspect  was  important,  for  the  British  upper 
classes  continued  to  supply  personnel  for  the  Golonial  Service  but 
urged  economy  on  the  government,  Parliament  and  the  public.  The 
Indian  case  had  shown  the  advantages  of  managing  without  the  problem- 
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atic  class  of  “small  whites”.  Therefore,  in  a  remarkable  agreement 
between  eonservative  imperialists,  colonial  reformers  and  representatives 
of  the  Labour  party,  Indirect  Rule  was  approved;  it  also  gained  the 
respect  of  foreign  specialists  on  Africa.'^**  Some  saw  it  as  an  advantageous 
system  because  it  took  a  long-term  view  and  did  not  prematurely  transfer 
British  institutions  to  foreign  peoples;  others  welcomed  the  “paramountey 
of  native  interests”,  which  made  it  possible  to  proteet  the  natives  from 
exploitation  and  expropriation  in  questions  of  land,  labour  and  taxes. 
Its  conservative  tendencies  were  weleomed  by  one  party  and  at  least 
accepted  by  the  other,  sinee  a  long-term  development  was  in  both  their 
interests  and  they  all  thought  that  Africans  should  not  be  abandoned 
to  a  confrontation  with  the  eapitalist  system  of  economics  without  pro¬ 
tection.  Indirect  Rule  seemed  an  attempt  “to  hold  the  ring,  to  preserve 
a  fair  field  within  which  Africans  can  strike  their  own  balance  between 
eonservatism  and  adaption”.^'^ 

Only  a  distorted  view  of  the  situation  in  Africa  in  the  ig20S  and 
1930s,  and  only  a  doetrinaire  anti-eolonialist,  eould  question  the  achieve¬ 
ments  of  Indirect  Rule.  Social  structures,  institutions  and  religious  tradi¬ 
tions  were  not  prematurely  destroyed;  excessively  small  communities 
were  ineorporated  into  larger  ones  or  at  least  familiarized  with  larger 
organizations;  many  native  authorities  proved  themselves  sufficiently  adapt¬ 
able  to  be  able  to  cope  with  the  demands  of  local  government  and 
a  process  of  education  was  set  into  motion  which  was  important  for 
the  future. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  retarding  factors  of  Indirect  Rule  must  be 
taken  into  aceount.  The  autocratic  tendencies  of  the  emirs,  their  resist¬ 
ance  and  often  impotenee  in  the  faee  of  modem  ideas,  lead  to  serious 
problems.  The  speed  at  which  Africa  was  drawn  into  the  maelstrom 
of  modern  eivilization  was  underestimated.  It  is  enough  here  to  point 
to  urbanization,  the  ereation  of  a  hired  labour  foree,  and  the  rise  of 
the  bourgeoisie  and  intelligentsia.  Direct  mle  often  allowed  a  quicker 
adaptation  to  modern  problems  that  indirect  mle  whieh  did  not  intervene, 
did  not  urge  efficieney  and  left  the  native  authorities  to  do  very  much 
as  they  liked. 

The  system  of  Indirect  Rule  was  based  on  the  assumption  that  “we 
had  indefinite  time  ahead”,  said  an  experieneed  colonial  official  in  critical 
retrospect.'^®  We  have  tried  to  show  this  by  deseribing  representative 
attitudes  in  the  inter-war  period.  Lugard  and  his  successors  started  from 
the  idea  that  the  process  of  “civilization”  could  take  place  within  the 
traditional  order  and  under  the  leadership  of  the  chiefs.  They  had 
eertainly  not  overlooked  external  influenees  and  had  warned  against 
disintegration;  but  they  hoped  that  the  adaptation  eould  take  place 
over  a  very  long  period  of  time  through  the  medium  of  the  native 
authorities.  This  adaptation  was  to  begin  on  a  small  scale,  indeed  could 
only  begin  there,  and  so  the  new  urban  classes  had  to  be  neglected. 
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Yet  the  partisans  of  indirect  rule  did  not  consciously  try  to  prevent 
the  economic  and  social  rise  of  these  classes,  as  was  the  case  in  South 
and  East  Africa  and  the  Belgian  Congo,  even  though  they  did  not 
take  positive  measures  to  encourage  it.  By  *  barring  plantations  and 
European  settlers,  and  with  the  tremendous  expansion  of  African  produc¬ 
tion  and  export,  the  way  was  clear  for  the  rise  of  the  bourgeoisie; 
and  if  efforts  in  the  educational  field  still  seem  modest  by  comparison 
with  those  after  1945,  still  the  number  of  Africans  with  secondary  or 
high-school  education  continued  to  grow.  At  first  Britain  did  not  think 
it  had  to  accept  the  claims  of  this  educated  group.  Radical  reforms 
appeared  to  be  in  no  way  urgent  and  so,  on  the  whole,  the  institutional 
order  of  Nigeria  remained  that  of  1922,  except  that  the  number  of 
Africans  elected  to  the  legislative  council  was  increased  from  seven  to 
ten.  The  franchise,  limited  to  Lagos  and  Calabar,  was  not  extended. 
Africans  were  not  appointed  to  the  executive  council  until  after  1943. 
Similarly,  few  Nigerians  entered  the  central  offices  or  the  numerous 
special  boards.''^®  African  participation  in  the  administrative  and  economic 
staff  was  low,  although  qualified  Africans  were  available  in  the  1930s. 
The  integration  of  northern  and  southern  territories  was  not  pursued. 

Indirect  Rule  was  not  solely  responsible  for  this  tendency  to  maintain 
the  status  quo,  although  very  often  it  provided  a  pretext  for  postponing 
reforms.  Other  colonial  powers  were  equally  slow  to  institute  reforms, 
particularly  of  political  institutions.  Paternalism  was  easy  to  combine 
with  the  absolute  authority  of  the  dominating  power.  The  administra¬ 
tion  did  not  want  to  be  disturbed  in  its  routine;  it  was  afraid  that  to 
include  Africans  would  endanger  the  compactness  of  its  “corps”.  Racial 
segregation  was  considered  necessary  in  a  colonial  society.  Indirect  Rule, 
but  also  fear  of  the  restless,  demanding  or  even  arrogant  intelligentsia, 
made  further  steps  towards  self-government  seem  “premature”. 

But  we  have  shown  that  the  experts  in  London  were  aware  of  the 
new  problems  and  tasks.  No  less  than  Lord  Hailey  wrote  in  March 
1939: 

Prudence  seems  to  He  therefore  in  securing  the  early  association  of 
educated  Africans  with  our  administrative  institutions.  If  we  do  not  do 
so,  there  will  inevitably  arise  a  state  of  tension,  which,  sooner  or  later, 
we  shall  have  to  meet  by  large-scale  political  concessions.  And  in  that 
case,  they  will  not  necessarily  be  made  either  in  the  right  way,  or  to  the 
right  class,  or  with  the  best  result  for  all  the  people  concerned.®® 
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EAST  AFRICA:  KENYA  AND  CLOSER  UNION 


Tropical  West  Africa  was  not  suitable  for  British  settlers  because  of  its 
climate.  Administrative  officials,  missionaries  and  businessmen,  most  of 
them  employed  by  a  few  large  trading  companies,  were  the  only  whites 
in  this  vast  region.  Many  of  them  came  to  Africa  when  they  were  young 
and  spent  their  lives  there.  But  the  Europeans  were  only  “guests”  of  the 
country  and  scarcely  ever  became  permanent  residents.  They  sent  their 
children  to  school  in  England  and  they  themselves  retired  very  early  and 
spent  their  old  age  in  Europe.  Moreover,  the  British  administration  at 
first  made  it  very  difficult  for  Europeans  to  buy  land,  and  later  to  a  large 
extent  prevented  it  entirely.  Indirect  rule  allowed  neither  plantations 
nor  individual  settlers.  African  farmers  produced  the  cocoa,  groundnuts 
and  palm  products. 

In  East  Africa,  on  the  other  hand,  there  were  a  number  of  white 
settlers.  Settlement  was  possible  on  the  high  plateaux  in  spite  of  the 
tropical  latitudes,  because  the  climate  was  moderate  and  there  was 
water.  Moreover,  East  Africa  seemed  particularly  suitable  for  white 
immigration  because  it  was  so  sparsely  settled.  Settlement  required  con¬ 
tinuous  residence  in  Africa,  clearing  the  land  in  order  to  create  suitable  liv¬ 
ing  conditions,  and  forming  a  political  community.  These  factors  deter¬ 
mined  the  different  treatment  of  the  East  African  inhabitants.  In  West 
Africa,  the  natives  were  “objects”  of  the  officials  and  missionaries;  the 
European  tradesman  considered  them  only  as  producers  and  consumers; 
they  were  Crown  subjects  whom  the  whites  could  treat  distantly,  dis¬ 
dainfully  or  benevolently,  but  whose  existence  seemed  to  pose  no  prob¬ 
lems.  The  situation  in  East  Africa,  however,  produced  conflicts  (as  in  the 
case  of  the  Boers)  in  that  two  radically  and  culturally  very  different  com¬ 
munities  claimed  the  same  land.  The  sparse  settlement  of  much  of  the 
country  could  only  temporarily  conceal  this  conflict  which  ultimately  be¬ 
came  acute.  The  two  legal  systems  clashed.  According  to  the  African 
system,  tribal  claims,  even  to  unpopulated  areas,  could  not  expire;  the 
whites,  for  their  part,  claimed  the  uninhabited  land  they  had  settled  and 
wanted  to  demarcate  and  reserve  for  themselves  all  areas  suitable  for 
settlement.  At  the  same  time  they  advocated  the  foririation  of  reservations 
for  the  African  inhabitants,  on  the  South  African  model. 

There  were  other  difficulties.  Since  the  white  settler  could  not  cultivate 


GREAT  BRITAIN 


M3 

his  land  single-handed,  he  had  to  rely  on  native  labour  if  he  was  to  make 
his  extensive  farm  lands  pay  at  all.  The  acute  scarcity  of  labour  meant 
that  the  Africans  could  not  simply  be  relegated  to  their  reservations,  and 
ways  had  to  be  found  to  persuade  the  natives  to  accept  working  on  Eu¬ 
ropean  farms  in  the  highlands.  This  determined  British  policy  towards  the 
natives.  The  administration  was  to  help  “recruit”  labour,  taxes  were  to  be 
fixed  in  such  a  way  that  the  Africans  had  to  earn  the  necessary  cash  on 
the  white  farms  and,  in  addition,  if  the  labourer  left  his  place  of  work  he 
was  liable  to  a  special  penalty.  In  order  to  protect  the  white  settlers’  in¬ 
terests,  the  natives  were  forbidden  to  cultivate  certain  products — for  in¬ 
stance  coffee  in  Kenya. 

A  similar  problem  necessarily  developed  in  the  political  and  cultural 
sphere.  In  West  Africa  indirect  rule  could  be  regarded  as  the  preparation 
for  future  African  self-government;  but  in  East  Africa,  and  particularly 
Kenya,  the  British  settlers  considered  themselves  the  rulers  and  tried  to 
create  a  white  man’s  country.  It  was  obviously  in  their  interests  to  replace 
the  colonial  administration  by  their  own  government,  and  they  demanded 
the  self-government  that  had  been  granted  to  the  colonists  in  Canada, 
Australia  and  New  Zealand,  and  even  to  the  Boers.  This  presented  Lon¬ 
don  with  a  serious  problem.  What  would  happen  to  the  African  in¬ 
habitants  if  London  gave  in  to  the  settlers’  demand?  What  did  self- 
government  mean  in  this  case? 

The  highland  regions  of  Kenya  were  settled  after  1900.  One  of  the  most 
influential  settlers  was  the  later  Lord  Delamere,  a  well-known  pioneer 
who  has  been  compared  to  Cecil  Rhodes.  With  his  love  of  adventure,  he 
acquired  and  opened  up  large  areas,  becoming  the  social  and  political 
leader  of  the  settlers’  community.^  As  early  as  1906-1908  Lord  Elgin,  the 
colonial  minister,  confirmed  that  the  highlands  were  to  be  largely  re¬ 
served  for  white  settlers.^  In  the  First  World  War,  owing  to  the  lack  of 
shipping  space  for  imports  and  exports,  livestock  diseases  and  financial 
losses,  the  settlers  found  themselves  hard  hit  economically;  in  addition, 
great  demands  were  made  on  them  by  the  mobilization  and  the  East 
African  campaign.  London,  therefore,  had  to  come  to  their  aid  and  in 
1916  promised  to  allow  them  to  elect  representatives  to  the  advisory  legisla¬ 
tive  council.  In  this  matter  the  settlers  tried  to  gain  control  of  the  land 
and  labour  laws  and  the  educational  system. 

Apart  from  the  white  minority,  there  was  also  a  large  Indian  com¬ 
munity  in  Kenya.  For  generations  the  Indians  had  been  active  traders  on 
the  East  African  coast  and  Indian  workers  had  come  into  the  country  to 
help  in  the  construction  of  the  Uganda  railway  and  had  then  stayed  and 
risen  in  the  social  scale.  They  controlled  much  of  the  small  trade,  handi¬ 
crafts,  craftsmanship  and  lower  administrative  positions.  In  1921  there 
were  ten  thousand  Europeans,  twenty-three  thousand  Indians  and  2.2  mil¬ 
lion  Africans  in  the  country. 

In  1919  the  Europeans  obtained  the  franchise  promised  by  Lord  Milner 
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and  elected  eleven  representatives  to  the  legislative  council.  Two  ap¬ 
pointed  Indians  represented  the  interests  of  their  community,  but  the 
official  majority  remained  British.  As  soon  as  the  whites  obtained  elected 
representation  and  tried  to  gain  political  control  of  the  colony,  the  In¬ 
dians  naturally  began  to  feel  that  their  future  was  in  danger.  They  feared 
the  same  discrimination  that  they  suffered  in  South  Africa  and  demanded 
equal  status  with  the  European  immigrants. 

The  situation  may  be  summed  up  in  four  major  points: 

1.  Under  the  Elgin  declaration  of  1908,  the  Europeans  continued  to 
claim  the  highlands,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  Indians. 

2.  The  Europeans  wanted  Indian  immigration  to  be  reduced. 

3.  The  Indians  opposed  racial  segregation  in  the  residential  and  busi¬ 
ness  quarters  of  the  towns,  in  force  since  1913. 

4.  The  Indians  demanded  proportional,  elected  representation  in  the 
legislative  council  and  a  common  roll;  the  same  electoral  qualifications 
should  apply  to  the  two  communities.  The  Europeans,  on  the  other 
hand,  insisted  on  a  communal  electorate,  i.e.  separate  electoral  rolls,  and 
proportional  under-representation  of  the  Indians  in  order  to  avoid  being 
outvoted. 

We  will  not  discuss  the  Indian  question  in  detail.  Its  main  interest  to  us 
is  the  light  it  sheds  on  a  general  problem.  As  soon  as  a  minority  tries  to 
obtain  self-government  it  has  to  make  laws  discriminating  against  other 
communities.  That  is  to  say,  after  claiming  its  legal  right  to  representa¬ 
tion,  it  then  has  to  falsify  this  same  right  in  order  to  ensure  its  own 
domination.  This  could  not  be  done  gradually,  because  if  the  principle  of 
“one  man,  one  vote”  was  accepted  at  all,  it  would  inevitably  cause  the 
minority  to  be  outvoted  by  the  larger  community.  The  question  of  a 
separate  or  common  roll  thus  became  one  of  life  and  death  for  both 
communities. 

The  arguments  on  which  the  white  settlers  based  their  claim  to  domina¬ 
tion  are  self-evident.  They  pointed  to  their  status  as  pioneers,  to  their 
higher  civilization  and  to  their  British  origins.  They  said  Kenya  was  an 
outpost  of  British-European  civilization  and  stood  at  the  forefront  of  a 
great  development.  They  also  asserted  that  they  were  protecting  the 
Africans  from  the  exploitation  and  the  demoralizing  influence  of  the 
Indians.® 

The  discrimination  against  the  Indians  in  Kenya  became  an  imperial 
problem,  since  the  Indians  were  not  only  supported  and  backed  by 
the  Congress  party  but  also,  in  a  curious  overlapping  of  fronts,  by  the 
British  Government  in  Kenya,  the  India  Office  in  London  and  not  least 
the  House  of  Lords,  which  included  former  viceroys,  governors  and  of¬ 
ficials  of  the  Indian  Civil  Service.  India,  which  had  in  any  case  been  a 
critical  issue  since  1919,  seemed  more  important  to  them  than  the  small 
white  minority  in  Kenya.  The  whites,  for  their  part,  gained  some  support 
from  South  Africa. 
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The  British  Government  tried  to  compromise.  In  1920  Lord  Milner 
promised  that  two  Indians  would  be  elected  to  the  legislative  council, 
thereby  recognizing  the  Indian  franchise.  He  declared  that  immigration 
should  not  be  restricted;  on  the  other  hand,  he  confirmed  reservation 
of  the  highlands  to  the  white  settlers.  Neither  the  Indians  nor  the  British 
Government  in  India  were  content  with  this.  The  settlers  sent  Lord  Dela- 
mere  to  London  and  in  January  1922  colonial  minister  Winston  Churchill 
made  new  pledges  on  the  reservation  of  the  highlands  and  agreed  to 
immigration  legislation.^  The  passage  on  franchise  read  as  follows: 

We  shall  apply  broadly  and  comprehensively  Mr  Rhodes’  principles  of 
equal  rights  for  all  civilised  men.  That  means  Natives  and  Indians  alike 
who  reach  and  conform  to  a  well-marked  European  standard  shall  not  be 
denied  the  fullest  exercise  and  enjoyment  of  civic  and  political  rights. 
The  standard  to  be  adopted  is  obviously  a  matter  of  the  greatest  im¬ 
portance,  and  is  certainly  a  matter  in  which  the  European  community 
have  a  right  to  be  fully  consulted. 

# 

On  a  purely  superficial  level,  this  was  a  refusal  to  legalize  racial  discrimina¬ 
tion;  in  principle  Africans  and  Indians  were  to  have  equal  rights  with 
Europeans.  This  complied  with  the  traditional  British  imperial  policy,  re¬ 
calling  the  Cape  Colony  where,  unlike  in  the  Boer  republics,  Africans 
were  also  enfranchised.  In  practice,  however,  Churchill  was  favouring  the 
settlers.  It  was  clear  that  only  a  small  Indian  minority  fulfilled  Churchill’s 
conditions.  Moreover,  the  Europeans  were  given  a  voice  in  the  determina¬ 
tion  of  the  “European  standard”;  the  example  of  South  Africa  had 
proved  that  this  could  be  interpreted  very  arbitrarily  and  could  be  turned 
into  a  pretext  for  ensuring  white  domination,  all  the  more  so  since  the 
Churchill  declaration  added  that  London  was  not  intending  to  bar  the 
way  to  dominion  status  for  Kenya  and  was  “looking  forward  in  the  full 
fruition  of  time  to  complete  Self-Government”.  Once  the  settlers  had  ob¬ 
tained  a  majority  in  the  legislative  council  they  could  take  legal  measures 
to  prevent  Indians  and  Africans  from  reaching  the  “European  standard  of 
civilization”.  Churchill’s  pledges  were  an  implicit  acceptance  of  Kenya  as 
a  white  man’s  country.  He  had  recognized  the  British  settlers  claim 
for  self-government  and  Kenya  seemed  on  the  way  to  dominion  status. 

But  matters  did  not  rest  there.  In  the  same  year,  these  pledges  were 
recalled  under  pressure  from  the  India  Office.  An  agreement  was  then 
reached  between  the  British  and  the  Indian  Government  allowing  for  the 
following:  introduction  of  the  common  roll;  an  increase  in  the  number  of 
enfranchised  Indians  and  in  their  representatives  to  four  members  in  the 
legislative  council  (as  opposed  to  seven  Europeans);  desegregation  of  the 
residential  quarters;  no  change  in  the  immigration  regulations;  but,  on 
the  other  hand,  reservation  of  the  highlands  for  the  settlers.  So  within  a 
year  London  issued  two  entirely  different  directives  on  its  Kenya  policy. 
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a  clear  sign  of  the  difficulties  inherent  in  the  East  African  situation. 
Evidently  London  found  it  hard  to  decide  which  policy  to  pursue,  and  to 
compromise  in  such  a  decisive  question  was  hardly  possible.  The  Con¬ 
servative  government  no  doubt  would  have  liked  to  help  the  settlers, 
but  since  it  had  to  consider  India  and  Indian  nationalism  it  was  limited 
in  its  movements.  It  did  not  comply  with  the  demands  of  the  British 
settlers  because  it  did  not  want  to  impose  additional  burdens  on  British 
domination  in  India.  It  is  tempting  here  to  draw  a  parallel  with  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  Southern  Rhodesia  in  1964  and  London’s  difficult  position  within 
the  multi-racial  Commonwealth. 

The  Wood-Winterton  proposals®  that  had  been  approved  by  the  British 
Cabinet  had  naturally  provoked  great  agitation  among  the  settlers.  The 
mood  of  rebellion  in  Kenya  led  to  preparations  for  a  coup  d’etat.  The 
situation  can  be  compared  to  that  in  Algeria  in  1936:  the  settlers  pro¬ 
tested  against  the  decision  of  the  metropolis  and  threatened  to  take  mat¬ 
ters  into  their  own  hands.  Aggressive  declarations  were  issued,  delega¬ 
tions  were  sent  to  London,  and  representations  were  made  to  the  British 
press.  The  agitation  and  subsequent  negotiations  resulted  in  the  Devon¬ 
shire  declaration  in  July  1923: 

Primarily  Kenya  is  an  African  territory,  and  His  Majesty’s  Government 
think  it  necessary  definitely  to  record  their  considered  opinion  that  the 
interests  of  the  African  natives  must  be  paramount,  and  that  if,  and  when, 
those  interests  and  the  interests  of  the  immigrant  races  should  conflict, 
the  former  should  prevail.  ...  In  the  administration  of  Kenya,  HMG 
regard  themselves  as  exercising  a  trust  on  behalf  of  the  African  population, 
and  they  are  unable  to  delegate  or  share  this  trust,  the  object  of  which 
may  be  defined  as  the  protection  and  advancement  of  the  native  races.  .  .  . 

This  paramount  duty  of  trusteeship  will  continue,  as  in  the  past,  to  be 
carried  out  under  the  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Colonies  by  the  agents  of 
the  Imperial  Government,  and  by  them  alone. 

HMG  cannot  but  regard  the  grant  of  responsible  Self-Government  as 
out  of  the  question  within  any  period  of  time  which  need  now  be  taken 
into  consideration.  Nor,  indeed,  would  they  contemplate  yet  the  possibility 
of  substituting  an  unofficial  majority  in  the  Council  for  the  Government 
official  majority.® 

The  interests  of  the  other  communities— European,  Indian  and  Arab — 
“must  generally  be  safeguarded”.  But  the  declaration  did  demand  a  com¬ 
mon  roll.  The  Indians  were  allowed  five  seats  in  the  legislative  council 
(as  against  eleven  Europeans).  The  reservation  of  the  highlands  re¬ 
mained,  but  the  limitation  on  the  number  of  Indian  immigrants  was  to 
be  discontinued. 

The  American  historian  Robert  G.  Gregory  has  tried  to  reconstruct 
the  sources  of  this  declaration.’’’  According  to  him,  the  eonservative  colo¬ 
nial  minister  Devonshire,  who  had  no  colonial  experience,  had  been  sub- 
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jected  to  a  variety  of  pressures  and  tried  to  find  a  compromise  solution. 
The  paramountcy  of  native  interests  was  first  propounded  by  the  In¬ 
dians  and  their  representatives  in  London.  They  wanted  to  oppose  the  set¬ 
tlers’  demands  for  control  and  to  bar  the  way  to  responsible  government 
under  white  leadership.  Tlierefore  they  raised  the  question  of  the  African 
population  who,  they  said,  must  not  be  placed  at  the  mercy  of  the  white 
minority.  The  settlers  for  their  part  asserted  that  they  were  protecting 
the  natives  from  exploitation  by  “dubious  Orientals”.  The  missionaries 
and  colonial  reformers,  who  were  less  concerned  with  the  Indians  than 
with  the  Africans,  took  up  this  argument  and  pointed  to  the  mother 
country’s  duty  as  trustee  for  the  native  population.  Their  leader  was  Dr.  J. 
H.  Oldham,  the  energetic  and  “diplomatic”  secretary  of  the  international 
council  of  missionaries.  In  1919-1920  he  had  organized  the  resistance  in 
London  to  circulars  issued  by  the  governor  of  Kenya,  Northey,  instructing 
the  district  commissioners  in  the  reservations  to  induce  the  natives  to  ac¬ 
cept  work  on  white  farms.®  Oldham  first  developed  the  principle  of  para¬ 
mountcy;  it  was  also  outlined  in  a  Round  Table  article.®  Consideration  of 
British-Indian  relations  was  added  to  the  “missionary  factor”  which  was 
naturally  backed  by  the  Labour  party,  but  also  by  Lugard.  Thus  a  pressure 
group  was  formed,  which  successfully  opposed  Delamere  s  agitation  and 
persuaded  the  hesitant  government  to  publish  a  declaration  of  principles 
which  established  British  policy  in  East  Africa  on  a  new  basis.  In  its  at¬ 
tempts  to  reject  the  Europeans’  and  Indians’  demands,  London  pro¬ 
claimed  a  policy  of  trusteeship  for  the  African  natives,  trying  in  this  way 
to  evade  the  embarrassing  situation.  The  Conservative  government  had 
no  intention  of  introducing  a  radical  change  of  policy  and  primarily 
wanted  to  play  for  time  and  to  mediate  between  the  agitated  parties. 
Naturally  this  did  not  prevent  Great  Britain  from  later  describing  the 
1923  declaration  as  an  entirely  deliberate  decision  in  the  name  of  trustee- 

Indeed,  one  cannot  doubt  the  importance  of  the  Devonshire  declaration. 
By  describing  both  Indians  and  Europeans  as  “immigrants”,  London  was 
rejecting  the  thesis  that  the  British  were  “natives”  in  Africa.  In  cases  of 
conflict,  therefore,  the  Africans  were  to  come  first.  The  settles  could  not  be 
granted  responsible  government,  at  least  not  until  the  majority  of  Africans 
had  equal  social  and  political  rights.  In  addition,  the  declaration  stressed 
that  only  the  mother  country  could  carry  out  the  trusteeship  and  that  it 
could  not  be  transferred  to  the  settlers.  This  decision  can  be  understood 
fully  only  in  terms  of  British  imperial  history.  Since  the  time  of  the  Dur¬ 
ham  Report  of  1839,  it  was  taken  for  granted  that  eventually  the  British 
settlers’  community  would  have  a  claim  to  self-government,  m  the  sen^  ot 
responsible  government,  which  the  mother  country  could  not  deny.  Con¬ 
sideration  of  the  natives  was  not  a  valid  argument  for  refusing  internal 
autonomy,  although  the  case  of  New  Zealand  had  already  clearly  revealed 
the  difficulties  this  entailed.  London’s  attempt  to  maintain  control  ot  the 
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Maori  administration  had  soon  failed  and  control  had  to  be  handed  over 
to  the  settlers,  as  in  the  Union  of  South  Africa  in  1906-1910.  Critical  ob¬ 
jections,  such  as  that  London  was  ceding  its  control  over  the  African 
population,  had  to  be  ignored  if  Britain  was  to  make  peace  with  the 
Boer  republics.  In  years  to  come  Britain’s  grant  of  dominion  status  to  the 
Boers  was  interpreted  as  evidence  of  a  liberal  and  generous  attitude,  and 
not  without  some  justice;  but  the  fact  that  the  Africans  had  to  pay  the 
price  of  this  generosity  was  overlooked  or  suppressed.^®  London  had  car¬ 
ried  over  this  policy  into  Southern  Rhodesia.  After  the  settlers  refused  to 
join  the  Union  they  were  granted  responsible  government  and  quasi¬ 
dominion  status.  Once  again  London  had  reserved  its  right  of  interven¬ 
tion  in  native  affairs,  but  it  did  not  or  could  not  make  use  of  it  in  the 
years  to  come  and  thus  cleared  the  way  for  a  native  policy  which  in¬ 
creasingly  resembled  that  of  the  Union. 

The  Devonshire  declaration,  therefore,  was  a  break  with  tradition.  Brit¬ 
ain  no  longer  recognized  the  settlers’  claims  for  self-government  and  the 
meaning  of  the  term  itself  was  broadened— though  only  implicitly  at  first. 
Not  only  British  citizens  overseas,  but  all  subjects  of  the  Crown,  had  the 
right  to  self-government.  As  long  as  the  population  as  a  whole  could  not 
take  over  the  government,  London  would  act  as  trustee  and  the  Crown 
Colony  system  would  remain.  Nor  could  the  settlers  obtain  representative 
government.  Experience  had  shown  that  this  would  be  unsuitable,  for  it 
would  limit  London’s  right  of  intervention  and  sooner  or  later  lead  to 
responsible  government.  There  was  a  shift  in  the  arguments  which  was 
clear  evidence  of  the  differences  between  East  and  West  Africa.  In  West 
Africa  London  tried  to  justify  the  maintenance  of  British  control  for  an 
indeterminate  period  on  the  thesis  that  the  small  minority  of  educated 
Africans  was  not  representative  of  the  masses;  in  Kenya  the  same  argument 
was  applied  against  the  white  settlers! 

In  1923  two  opposite  decisions  were  reached  in  Southern  Rhodesia  and 
in  Kenya;  in  both  cases  they  were  certainly  measures  of  expediency.  But 
these  decisions  were  also  evidence  of  two  different  traditions  in  nine¬ 
teenth-century  British  colonial  policy,  both  of  them  designed  as  liberal 
and  reformist.  One  was  the  Durham  tradition  which  aimed  at  dominion 
status  for  the  settlers;  the  other  was  the  tradition  of  the  anti-slavery  move¬ 
ment,  which  took  the  part  of  the  African  natives  and  appealed  to  the 
principle  of  trusteeship. 

The  immediate  purpose  of  the  Devonshire  declaration,  namely  to  find 
a  solution  to  the  extremely  tense  situation  in  Kenya,  was  achieved.  The 
two  parties  calmed  down.  The  Europeans  at  least  had  their  presence  in  the 
highlands  and  communal  representation  confirmed  and  the  Indians  were 
relieved  of  the  threat  of  a  white  settlers’  government  in  the  near  future. 
But  neither  community  abandoned  its  objectives:  for  the  Indians,  access 
to  the  highlands,  common  roll  and  better  representation  in  the  legislative 
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council;  for  the  settlers,  self-government,  above  all  the  removal  of  the 
Colonial  Office  and  control  of  land  and  native  policy. 

Now,  however,  the  Indian  problem  was  replaced  by  that  of  the  Afri¬ 
cans.  It  seems  that  the  discussion  of  the  Indians’  proper  position  made 
the  British  public  aware  of  Kenya  for  the  first  time  and  revealed  to  it 
the  problematic  nature  of  the  former  native  policy.  The  1923  declaration 
and  the  oEcial  exercise  of  trusteeship  provided  an  opportunity  for  the 
Labour  party  and  humanitarian  Christian  reformers  to  criticize  the  ad- 
ministration.il  They  discussed  and  analysed  the  structure  of  the  colonial 
settlement  and  two  representative  works  appeared,  Norman  Leys’  Kenya 
in  1924,  and  W.  McGregor  Ross’  Kenya  from  Within,  1927.  The  focal 
point  of  the  discussion  was  naturally  the  land  question.  The  most  fertile 
land  had  been  reserved  for  a  small  minority  of  white  settlers  by  annexa¬ 
tion  or  dubious  expropriation.  Two  thousand  Europeans  owned  about  half 
of  the  cultivated  land,i^  and  in  spite  of  declarations  to  the  contrary,  more 
and  more  land  was  being  added  to  the  reservations  although  only  a  part 
of  it  was  cultivated  and  the  Masai  tribes’  herds  had  greatly  increased,  re¬ 
quiring  more  grazing  land.  The  employment  of  native  labour  was  pro¬ 
ducing  a  new  form  of  slavery,  for  the  Africans  received  low  pay,  were 
subject  to  special  penalties  if  they  broke  their  contracts  and  were  not  suf¬ 
ficiently  protected  by  law.  Moreover,  the  administration  was  forcing  chiefs 
in  the  reservations  to  place  their  people  at  the  settlers  disposition.  High 
taxation  served  the  same  purpose  and  was  particularly  unjust  since  the 
settlers  did  not  have  to  pay  income  tax^®  and  only  a  small  portion  of  the 
state  revenue  received  from  the  natives  was  returned  to  the  reservations. 
Hardly  anything  was  being  done  for  African  education.  Production  on 
the  African  reservations  was  kept  low  in  order  to  create  the  necessary 
labour  force;  this  could  be  demonstrated  in  so  many  words  by  the  settlers 
statements.^®  Great  Britain  was  supporting  or  covering  up  a  policy 
of  exploitation  and  racial  discrimination  which  was  totally  incompatible 

with  “paramountcy”  and  trusteeship. 

The  settlers  in  Kenya  and  the  conservatives  in  Britain  interpreted  the 
statistics  somewhat  diEerently  and  produced  counter-arguments.  They  said 
the  highlands  had  originally  been  unpopulated  and  in  any  case  consisted 
of  only  a  small  part  of  the  total  land;  the  natives  had  enough  land  for 
themselves.  The  Masai’s  herds  were  uneconomic  and  must  be  reduced. 
Even  after  the  war,  the  British  Government  had  encouraged  white  settle¬ 
ment  and  could  not  now  abandon  the  settlers.  The  natives  found 
work  and  money  on  the  European  farms;  the  direct  contact  this  pro¬ 
duced  was  better  than  mere  administration  by  oEcials  and  mission¬ 
aries.  The  economic  situation  in  Kenya  made  it  impossible  to  make  large 
sums  available  for  African  education;  yet  more  was  being  spent  on  this 
than  in  Tanganyika  or  Uganda.  Although  London  set  itself  up  as  an 
imperial  trustee,  it  was  not  even  paying  out  the  sums  promised  to  African 
veterans. The  white  race  had  the  right,  even  the  duty,  to  open  up 
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Africa  and  therefore  to  reserve  itself  the  highlands.  The  settlers  knew  more 
about  how  to  deal  with  the  natives  than  did  the  bureaueracy  in  London. 
Although  they  were  by  no  means  anti-African,  they  could  not  permit 
themselves  to  be  outvoted  by  a  mass  of  uncivilized  Afrieans  and  Indians. 
It  was  unjust  to  label  the  settlers  slave-holders;  they  were  pioneers  work¬ 
ing  hard  at  a  difficult  job  who  deserved  the  support  of  the  mother  coun- 
try.^'^ 

Both  sides  could  bring  to  bear  weighty  arguments  that  seemed  well- 
founded  in  terms  of  their  different  outlooks  and  derived  from  the  com¬ 
plex  situation  of  a  colonial  settlement  and,  a  multi-racial  society  living  side 
by  side.  The  problem  seemed  insoluble.^®  For  us  it  is  important  beeause 
Kenya  played  an  important  part  in  the  public  and  parliamentary  dis¬ 
cussion  between  the  wars  and  again  after  1945.  Colonial  reformers  and  the 
Labour  party  directed  the  main  force  of  their  eritieism  at  the  situation 
in  Kenya.  They  described  the  conerete  problems  of  the  colonial  situation 
and  brought  them  to  the  notiee  of  an  interested  publie.  The  Conserva¬ 
tives,  by  contrast,  were  provoked  to  come  to  the  settlers’  defence  and 
sharply  attacked  “colonialist”  theories. 

The  British  Government  continued  to  try  to  steer  a  middle  eourse. 
In  1925  an  East  Africa  Parliamentary  Commission  under  Ormsby-Gore 
submitted  a  report^®  that  drew  a  detailed  pieture  of  the  eoncrete  problems 
and  formulated  some  rules  of  conduct.  The  report  reealled  the  1923  dec¬ 
laration  and  said  that  native  agrieulture  should  be  intensified;  but  it  gave 
elear  precedenee  to  the  pioneering  achievements  of  the  settlers  and  the 
importance  of  their  eeonomic  and  eivilizing  task.  “In  order  to  be  pro¬ 
native  it  is  not  neeessary  to  be  anti-white”,  since  East  Afriea  could 
prosper  only  by  collaboration  among  the  different  racial  communities.  For 
the  time  being,  white  European  leadership  was  still  necessary,  although 
it  must  be  supplemented  by  trusteeship  for  the  benefit  of  the  natives.  The 
report  reinterpreted  paramountcy,  saying  that  it  did  not  only  apply  to  a 
single  group  (i.e.  the  Africans),  but  to  the  eommunity  as  a  whole:  “The 
development  of  the  community  sense  is  one  of  its  [the  government’s] 
paramount  tasks.”^® 

From  here  the  road  led  to  the  so-called  “dual  poliey”  proposed  by 
the  colonial  minister,  Amery,  and  the  governor  of  Kenya,  Sir  Edward 
Grigg,  whom  he  appointed.  Amery  expounded  this  poliey  in  the  white 
paper  Future  Policy  in  Regard  to  Eastern  Africa?^  His  point  of  de¬ 
parture  was  the  economic  structure  of  East  Africa  with  its  “combina¬ 
tion  of  non-native  and  native  produetion”.  Whites  and  natives  were  de¬ 
pendent  on  one  another  and  the  agrarian  produetion  of  both  communities 
must  be  fostered.®^  Political  development  must  correspond  to  this  al¬ 
legedly  reciproeal  relationship.  A  fixed  boundary  must  be  drawn  between 
the  white  highlands  and  the  native  reservations.  Tribal  organizations  should 
be  developed  aceording  to  the  poliey  of  Indirect  Rule  and  should  later 
be  expanded  into  native  eouncils,  leading  eventually  to  “self-government 
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in  local  affairs”.^®  This  reference  to  Indirect  Rule  and  native  authorities 
had  a  decidedly  paternalistic  conservative  accent  and  justified  treating 
the  Africans  in  the  reservations  differently  from  the  Avhites  in  the  high¬ 
lands  There  should  be  no  delay  in  establishing  an  elected  majority  of 
whites  in  the  legislative  council.  In  the  future,  the  African  reservations 
should  also  be  represented,  but  how  and  when  seemed  vague— certainly 
not  by  a  common  roll,  and  certainly  only  as  a  minority The  imperial 
government  was  to  be  responsible  for  native  policy  for  the  time  being, 
but  with  the  co-operation  of  the  settlers,  who  could  subsequently  take  it 
over.^® 

It  is  self-evident  that  this  dual  policy  was  not  compatible  with  the 
notion  of  paramountcy.  Nor  did  Amery  use  the  term.^’  The  attempt  to 
present  the  dual  policy  as  an  interpretation  of  the  Devonshire  declaration 
was  not  convincing.  The  conservatives  either  did  not  accept  the  new  doc¬ 
trine,  or  accepted  it  only  reluctantly  and  tried  to  tone  it  down.  It  was  not 
possible  to  reject  it  openly,  but  they  hoped  they  could  evade  it  by  a 
reference  to  the  separate  development  of  the  two  communiti^,  which 
meant  meeting  the  settlers'  demands  halfway.  It  is  not  surprising  that 
Grigg  considered  it  necessary  to  inerease  the  number  of  settlers.^®  In 
principle  the  coneept  of  dual  policy  made  a  white  man  s  country  im¬ 
possible,  but  in  fact  Amery  and  Grigg  welcomed  self-government  for  the 
settlers;  at  best  it  was  a  restatement  of  Rhodes'  “equal  rights  of  all 
civilised  men”,  for  this  formula  contained  no  legal  discrimination,  yet  it 

did  not  threaten  white  domination  either.^®  _  _ 

Dual  policy  was  only  one  aspeet  of  a  much  broader  discussion.  The 
main  topic  was  the  question  of  “Closer  Union”  in  East  Africa,  i.e.  a  federa¬ 
tion  of  Kenya,  Tanganyika  and  Uganda.  This  was  Grigg's  and  Amery  s 
real  objective.  The  economic  advantages  of  such  a  union  were  clear. 
The  railway  industry  demanded  coordination  between  these  terntones, 
and  production,  currency,  finances,  tariff  policy  and  defence  would  bene¬ 
fit  by  a  large-seale  economic  system  under  a  common  executive.  Until 
then  each  territory  had  gone  its  own  way  without  special  consideration 
for  its  neighbours.  Certain  parallels  in  their  development  showed  the 
advantage  of  coordinated  action  and  of  merging  some  of  the  technical 
branches  of  the  administrations. 

Amery  and  Grigg  also  had  a  political  purpose— both,  we  may  recall, 
came  from  Milner's  “kindergarten”!  The  conquest  of  G^man  East  Africa 
had  made  Cecil  Rhodes'  dream  of  creating  a  new  dominion  from  Zambezi 
to  the  Sudan  a  tangible  possibility.®®  Amery  had  managed  to  have  a 
clause  included  in  the  League  of  Nations  mandate  agreement  for  Tan¬ 
ganyika  which  made  it  possible  to  incorporate  Tanganyika  into  an  East 
African  federation.®^  Since  the  “grand  solution”  eould  not  be  achieved, 
they  limited  themselves  to  proposing  a  union  of  the  three  territories,  which 
were  in  fact  interdependent  in  geographic  and  economic  terms.  One  day 
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they  were  to  develop  into  a  dominion  which  would  be  at  least  pre¬ 
dominantly  white. 

In  1926-1927  Amery  and  Grigg  began  to  put  out  feelers,  to  arrange 
conferences  and  make  their  first  proposals.  It  soon  became  clear  that  the 
Kenyan  settlers  could  be  won  over  to  their  plans  only  if  London  granted 
them  concessions  in  the  question  of  unofficial  majority  representation 
in  the  legislative  council.  Amery  and  Grigg  said  that  because  of  its  trustee¬ 
ship  “for  the  weaker  part  of  the  population”— in  particular,  we  may  add, 
because  of  parliamentary  opposition!— Great  Britain  could  not  immedi¬ 
ately  grant  self-government;  but 

the  day  will  come  when,  with  the  growth  of  a  large  settled  community 
[I]  no  government  in  this  House  can  ultimately  resist  the  demand  for 
Self-government.  What  we  want  to  do  is  to  make  sure  that  the  white 
settlers  are  conscious  of  the  destiny  of  East  Africa  as  a  great  country  which 
they  are  called  upon  to  lead  and  inspire  [!];  that  they  should  be  equally 
conscious  of  their  responsibility  towards  other  communities  and  should 
desire  to  bring  these  communities,  in  the  fullness  of  time  [I]  into 
association  with  themselves  on  every  matter  affecting  the  development  of 

the  country.32 

This  affirmation  was  in  keeping  with  the  dual  policy:  by  contrast  with  the 
1923  declaration,  the  settlers  now  had  a  right  to  self-government.  The  “as¬ 
sociation”  of  Indians  and  Africans,  on  the  other  hand,  was  formulated 
only  in  vague  terms  and  relegated  to  the  distant  future. 

Amery’s  and  Grigg’s  plans  met  with  resistance  from  very  different 
camps,  as  in  the  case  of  the  1922  British  Kenya  policy.  Lord  Delamere, 
speaking  for  the  settlers,  was  not  content  with  vague  promises  for  the 
future  and  demanded  full  self-government.  He  said  that  only  if  Kenya 
obtained  control  over  the  land,  labour  and  native  policies  could  it  join 
a  federation,®^  and  asked  for  “safeguards”  against  another  change  of 
course  on  the  part  of  the  British  Government.  Delamere  feared  that  the 
hated  “west-coast  policy”  would  also  be  extended  to  the  federation,  con¬ 
sidering  this  incompatible  with  the  concept  of  the  white  man’s  country.®^ 
So  Kenya  used  the  issue  of  its  co-operation  in  the  Closer  Union  as  a 
means  of  blackmailing  London.  Donald  Cameron,  when  he  was  governor 
of  Tanganyika,  opposed  federation  on  entirely  different  grounds.®®  His 
concern  was  more  personal.  In  the  interests  of  his  own  authority  he  did 
not  want  to  be  subordinated  to  a  governor-general  or  high  commissioner 
(Grigg  was  the  man  in  question)  and  therefore  lose  his  own  freedom  of 
action.  Even  more  important  was  that  his  policy  of  indirect  rule,  which 
was  designed  to  prepare  the  native  authorities  for  self-government,  was 
incompatible  with  Delamere’s  plans,  especially  since  if  was  to  be  expected 
that  the  federation  would  be  dominated  by  Kenya.  In  the  Closer  Union 
issue  then,  there  were  two  conflicting  concepts  of  East  Africa’s  future: 
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on  the  one  hand  Indirect  Rule  and  African  self-government,  on  the  other, 
the  white  man’s  country. 

In  Great  Britain  the  opponents  of  Closer  Union  were  the  reformers 
and  the  Labour  party.  Once  again  Oldham  initiated  the  counter-attack. 
Lord  Lugard  joined  in  with  his  own  proposal:  the  settlers  in  the  highlands 
should  be  granted  self-government,  while  the  African  reservations  should 
be  developed  separately,  and  both  communities  should  be  subordinated 
to  a  co-ordinating  commission  under  imperial  control.^®  Lugard  tried 
to  solve  the  dilemma  between  self-government  for  the  whites  and  trustee¬ 
ship  and  paramountcy  for  the  natives  by  splitting  Kenya  into  two 
separate  administrative  communities.  Grigg  showed  some  sympathy  with 
these  proposals,  but  Delamere  rejected  them.®'^ 

Cameron’s  resistance,  the  divided  opinions  in  the  Cabinet  and  the 
expected  parliamentary  opposition  induced  Amery  to  appoint  a  com¬ 
mission  under  the  chairmanship  of  Edward  Hilton-Young.  Oldham  be¬ 
came  one  of  the  four  members  and  played  a  decisive  part  in  drafting  the 
report  issued  early  in  January  1929.®®  The  commission  praised  Cameron’s 
native  authorities  and  demanded  more  collaboration  with  the  Africans 
in  Kenya.  It  opposed  responsible  government  and  demanded  a  common 
roll  for  Europeans  and  Indians.  Closer  Union  required  a  governor- 
general  who  should  be  responsible  for  the  entire  native  policy  and 
have  far-reaching  authority.  The  Hilton-Young  Report- tried  to  return 
the  dual  policy  to  its  1923  basis,  quite  clearly  against  the  settlers. 

Lively  discussion  took  place  in  Britain.  The  settlers,®®  like  Grigg  and 
Amery^®  found  their  hopes  dashed  and  protested  the  commission  s  pro¬ 
posals,  while  Cameron^i  ^nd  Oldham,  backed  by  Lugard,  launched 
a  full-scale  campaign  to  support  it.  In  a  remarkable  speech  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  Lugard  accepted  the  Hilton-Young  Report  as  a  starting- 
point  and  asked  for  a  joint  select  committee  to  clarify  it  further.  He 
said  a  new  concept  must  be  formulated  in  order  to  avoid  serious  racial 
conflicts  in  the  future.'‘®  The  archbishop  of  Canterbury,  Charles  R. 
Buxton  and  Lord  Olivier,  joined  by  Lords  Cecil,  Reading  and  Lugard, 
sent  a  declaration  to  this  effect  to  The  Times.  Reginald  Coupland  and 
Ernest  Barker  reminded  people  that  the  “conception  of  trust  was  a 
corner-stone  of  the  Empire  and  warned  against  making  any  hasty  decision 
since  this  decision  would  be  extremely  important  not  only  for  East 
Africa  but  for  the  entire  Empire."®  The  Times, the  Economisi^^  and 
the  Round  Table*^  approved  the  report  and  at  times  sharply  criticized 
the  settlers.  The  different  fronts  could  not,  therefore,  simply  be  traced 
to  an  opposition  between  the  Labour  and  Conservative  parties,  for 
socialists  and  liberals  also  had  access  to  the  conservative  camp,  not 
least  through  important  people  in  the  colonial  administration.  It  is 
very  striking  that  Lugard,  who  saw  Indirect  Rule  in  conservative  terms 
and  thought  African  self-government  still  lay  in  the  far  future,  neverthe- 
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less  did  not  want  to  set  up  any  obstacles  to  it  and  felt  morally  bound 
by  the  principle  of  trusteeship. 

The  discussion  in  1928-1929  showed  that  Great  Britain  was  far  more 
conscious  than  before  of  the  special  problems  of  multi-racial  communities. 
The  preparation  of  a  new  constitution  for  Ceylon  ran  parallel  to  the 
Closer  Union  issue.  Here,  it  is  true,  problems  arose  from  the  Asian 
communities  and  not,  as  in  Kenya,  from  the  minority  of  British  settlers; 
but  in  both  cases  it  had  become  difficult  to  introduce  and  develop  a 
representative  system  on  the  British  model.  People  wanted  to  show  their 
goodwill  to  the  settlers  and  acknowledged  that  the  still  low  level  of 
civilization  of  the  African  masses  made  it  seem  impossible  to  expose 
the  white  minority  to  the  danger  of  being  politically  outvoted;  but 
they  thought  it  equally  irresponsible  to  subject  the  Africans  to  the  settlers’ 
power.  New  solutions  were  called  for,  but  whatever  happened  London 
was  not  to  surrender  the  authority  it  still  had.  By  comparison  with  the 
years  around  1920  when  the  East  Africans  scarcely  entered  into  the  ques¬ 
tion,  the  discussion  of  Closer  Union  meant  a  decisive  change  of  attitude. 

Colonial  minister  Amery  tried  to  regain  the  initiative  by  sending 
his  under-secretary  of  state.  Sir  Samuel  Wilson,  to  East  Africa.  (When¬ 
ever  London  found  itself  in  an  embarrassing  situation  or  faced  by 
obstinate  resistance,  it  sent  out  commissions.  This  had  happened  in 
India,  and  now  the  same  thing  occurred  in  East  Africa!)  Wilson  was 
instructed  to  come  up  with  a  compromise  to  the  proposals  of  the  Hilton- 
Young  Report.  He  said  that  concessions  would  have  to  be  made  in 
Kenya,  primarily  that  native  affairs  should  be  administered  by  the  individ¬ 
ual  territories  and  the  official  majority  should  be  abandoned.^'^ 

Meanwhile  the  second  Labour  government  had  come  into  office.  Lord 
Passfield  helped  to  formulate  the  Labour  party’s  colonial  doctrine,  but 
he  had  no  personal  views  on  the  Closer  Union  issue.  Grigg  remained 
governor.  The  Labour  government  did  not  publish  its  ^^ite  Paper 
on  Closer  Union  until  June  1930.^®  Based  on  the  Hilton-Young  Re¬ 
port,  it  again  transferred  native  policy  to  the  high  commissioner;  in 
addition  Kenya  was  to  obtain  a  common  roll  for  Indians  and  Europeans 
based  on  their  degree  of  civilization. 

At  the  same  time  Lord  Passfield  published  a  Memorandum  on  Native 
Policy  in  East  Africa}^  Unlike  the  pronouncements  of  the  Conservative 
governments,  this  memorandum  confirmed  the  1923  declaration  and  all 
its  implications,  and  added  a  corollary:  “All  proposals  designed  to  promote 
the  well-being  or  the  interests  of  any  non-native  race  must  be  carefully 
examined,  at  the  outset,  from  the  standpoint  of  their  effect  on  the 
native  races.”®®  So  the  notion  of  paramountcy  was  to  mean  that  in 
the  future  all  demands  made  by  the  Europeans  and  Indians  were  to 
be  considered  in  terms  of  the  Africans’  well-being!  The  memorandum 
again  stressed  that  the  imperial  government  alone  was  responsible  for 
the  trusteeship.  The  settlers  were  described  as  “immigrant  communities”. 
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reservation  of  the  highlands  was  not  confirmed,  and  it  was  emphasized 
again  that  the  colonial  power’s  prime  task  was  the  active  development  of 
the  natives.  A  few  additional  statements  attempting  to  accord  para- 
mountcy  with  dual  policy  cannot  hide  the  fact  that  Passfield  clearly  wanted 
to  dissociate  himself  from  his  predecessor,  Amery.  With  the  1923  Devon¬ 
shire  declaration,  the  Labour  government  openly  opposed  the  concept 
of  the  white  man’s  country! 

The  "Black  Papers”,  as  the  two  Labour  memoranda  were  called  in 
East  Africa,  were  naturally  greeted  with  indignation  in  Kenya.®^  Governor 
Grigg  protested  in  a  dispatch  to  the  colonial  minister  and  attacked 
the  common  roll  in  every  possible  way.**^  The  Kenya  question  now 
became  a  political  issue  in  the  mother  country.  The  Gonservative  party 
supported  Amery,  rejected  the  new  memorandum,  and  even  declared 
that  it  would  not  consider  itself  bound  by  it  in  the  future.  Attacking  the 
Labour  government,  Neville  Ghamberlain  said: 

You  cannot  force  constitutional  changes  upon  any  British  colony  or  depend¬ 
ency  unless  those  changes  command  the  confidence  and  goodwill  of  the 
people  who  have  got  to  live  with  them  and  operate  them.  And  it  is  for 
that  reason  that  I  so  deeply  regret  what  I  regard  as  the  unnecessarily  pro¬ 
native  character  of  the  papers  that  have  been  presented.®® 

The  Labour  government  managed  to  prevent  the  conservatives  from  con¬ 
tinuing  on  the  road  to  federation  mapped  out  by  the  Wilson  report; 
but  it  did  not  have  enough  political  mobility  to  carry  through  the  proposals 
of  its  own  memoranda.  It  suspended  the  discussion  on  Gloser  Union, 
however,  although  the  Joint  Select  Gommittee  requested  by  the  opposi¬ 
tion  went  on  examining  a  great  many  witnesses  and  presented  a  com¬ 
prehensive  report.®^  The  report  ascertained  that  the  efforts  to  ereate 
an  East  African  community  had  failed.  It  again  watered  down  and 
reinterpreted  the  principles  of  paramountcy  of  1923  and  1930  and  again 
discussed  dual  poliey;  it  also  rejected  the  common  roll.  Finally,  the  report 
opposed  responsible  government  for  the  settlers  in  Kenya,  which  meant 
that  a  decision  had  been  reached  in  this  important  question.®® 

We  would  suggest,  as  the  Economist  did,®®  that  this  decision  repre¬ 
sented  the  primary  result  of  the  lengthy  discussion  on  paramountcy, 
dual  policy  and  Gloser  Union.  The  statement  about  the  paramountcy 
of  African  interests”  had  been  based  on  expediency  and  circumstance, 
and  in  the  following  years  it  was  not  fully  confirmed  by  any  British 
government— except  the  Labour  government  in  1930— nor  did  it  become 
a  guide-line  for  any  of  their  Kenya  policies.  People  did  indeed  refer 
to  it,  but  interpreting  it  in  such  a  way  as  to  enable  them  to  make 
numerous  concessions  to  the  settlers’  demands.  New  concepts  such  as 
dual  policy,  co-operative  policy  or  partnership  were  coined  but  without 
any  further  definition.  In  concrete  administrative  questions,  land  law. 
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matters  of  taxation  and  finance,  labour  law  and  the  educational  system, 
London  continued  to  consider  the  settlers  first,  and  not  the  paramountcy 
of  the  natives.  A  certain  amount  may  have  been  done  between  the  wars 
for  the  African  reservations,  but  no  credit  can  be  given  for  any  active 
policy  of  development.  London  did  not  have  one  and  in  Kenya  the 
settlers  saw  to  it  that  the  governor  refrained  from  any  excessively  "pro- 
native"  policy. 

Reports  from  British  commissions  of  enquiry  revealed  that  the  settlers 
were  privileged  in  questions  of  land  and  taxation— for  years  the  Europeans 
successfully  opposed  the  introduction  of  income  tax!— and  that  the  old 
tensions  between  the  colony  and  the  Colonial  Office  persisted.®'^  More¬ 
over,  white  farmers  continued  to  rely  on  native  labour  and  the  economic 
crisis  had  dealt  a  severe  blow  to  the  country.  The  African  population 
increased,  the  size  of  their  herds  grew  and  the  land  issue  became  acute. 
The  small  African  middle  class  extended  its  base  of  operation  and  made 
claim  to  the  highlands  a  focal  point  of  their  agitation.  In  1938,  Kenyatta 
published  his  famous  work.  Facing  Mount  Kenya.  In  addition,  the  pro¬ 
hibition  of  circumcision,  which  was  mainly  the  work  of  the  missionaries, 
had  loosened  the  complex  web  of  native  social  structure  and  was  taken 
as  a  direct  attack  on  tribal  traditions.  These  factors  led  directly  to  the 
Mau-Mau  uprising  in  1954.®® 

There  were  no  institutional  changes  and  the  Africans  obtained  no 
representation  of  their  own  in  the  legislative  council.  The  interests  of 
the  African  population  were  merely  attended  to,  with  more  or  less 
success,  by  appointed  European  oflBcials. 

Yet  one  must  not  overlook  the  importance  of  the  1923  Devonshire 
declaration  and  the  Closer  Union  discussion  within  British  Africa  policy. 
In  1919  Kenya  was  considered  a  potential  white  man’s  country  and 
the  interests  of  the  whites  appeared  to  eome  first.  The  governor  of 
Kenya,  Sir  Northey,  declared  to  the  Indian  Association: 

The  principle  has  been  accepted  at  home,  that  this  country  is  primarily  for 

European  development,  and  whereas  the  interest  of  the  Indian  will  not 

be  lost  sight  of,  in  all  respects  the  European  must  predominate.  .  .  .  His 

Excellency  believes,  that  though  Indian  interest  should  not  be  lost  sight  of, 

European  interest  must  be  paramount  throughout  the  Protectorate.®^ 

But  once  paramountcy  had  been  declared  in  discussions  with  the  Indian 
community,  London  could  no  longer  officially  assert  that  European 
interests  came  first,  however  much  the  settlers  demanded  it,  and  although 
the  conservatives  in  the  mother  country  would  have  been  prepared  to 
agree. 

In  1923,  paramountcy  was  denied  the  white  settlers  and  instead 
granted  to  the  African  population!  This  effectively  barred  the  way  to 
the  establishment  of  a  white  man’s  country;  at  least  it  meant  that  London 


GREAT  BRITAIN 


157 

could  have  pursued  this  path  only  by  ignoring  its  own  declarations. 
This,  as  we  have  seen,  is  where  the  opposition  within  Britain  began. 
Small  as  the  circle  of  those  interested  in  colonial  issues  may  have 
been,  public  opinion  became  a  more  serious  factor  for  the  administration 
to  contend  with.  “There  is  a  very  live  and  very  critical  body  of  opinion 
in  the  country,  both  in  and  out  of  Parliament,  which  is  intensively 
interested  in  the  native  policy  of  the  Kenya  administration  and  which 
seems  to  become  more  so  every  day.”“”  It  is  worth  noting  that  this 
critical  attitude  toward  the  government  and  suspicion  of  its  intentions 
did  not  spring  from  African  opposition,  nor  even  from  uprisings;  it 
was  entirely  of  internal  British  origin.  It  was  clear  that  if  Britain’s 
imperial  sense  of  domination  was  not  broken,  at  least  it  had  been 
weakened.  The  forces  which  during  and  after  the  war  had  engaged  in 
active  criticism  of  colonial  policy  (forces  that  were  not  entirely  confined 
to  missionary  organizations  or  a  few  intellectuals,  as  was  the  case  before 
1914)  found  strong  support  in  the  Labour  party  and  appealed  to 
an  interested  public. 

At  the  same  time  that  Britain  was  declaring  the  paramountcy  of 
native  interests  in  Kenya,  however,  it  granted  responsible  government 
to  the  settlers  in  Southern  Rhodesia.  In  the  conflict  represented  by 
these  two  contradictory  actions,  between  the  Durham  tradition  and 
trusteeship,  the  latter  ultimately  proved  more  in  keeping  with  the  times 
and  with  the  problems  of  a  colonial  settlement.  This  became  more 
apparent  in  the  following  years.  Tire  Southern  Rhodesian  decision  was 
never  repeated.  The  Closer  Union  proposal  failed  and  East  Africa 
began  to  be  clearly  distinct  from  South  Africa.  The  British  Government 
“officially”  rejected  the  South  African  Union’s  racist  policy®^  and  refused 
to  set  up  reservations  in  Northern  Rhodesia  and  Nyasaland.  It  also  refused, 
in  spite  of  the  Union’s  urgent  complaints,  to  surrender  the  protectorates 
of  Swaziland,  Basutoland  and  Bechuanaland,  which  were  still  under  British 
administration.  When  plans  for  a  Rhodesian  federation  eame  to  light, 
the  Bledisloe  Commission  of  1939  called  upon  Britain’s  trusteeship  and 
prevented  the  proposed  amalgamation  into  a  large.  Central  African  white 
dominion. 

The  declaration  of  paramountcy  and  the  discussion  of  Closer  Union 
may  have  had  little  influence  on  actual  measures  taken  by  the  eolonial 
administration  in  East  Africa,  nor  did  they  achieve  direct  improvements 
in  the  situation  of  the  African  population,  but  they  did  manage  to 
prevent  the  creation  of  new  white  man’s  countries.  By  refusing  self- 
government  and  reserving  the  rights  of  decision  and  control,  Britain 
left  the  way  open  for  the  introduction  of  other  policies  in  the  East 
African  territories.  Self-government  was  reinterpreted  and,  instead  of  apply¬ 
ing  only  to  the  minority  of  white  settlers,  it  was  accepted  as  the  justified 
claim  of  the  entire  African  population.  What  had  still  seemed  liberal 
in  the  ease  of  Southern  Rhodesia  was  now  considered  “imperialist” 
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and  therefore  untenable  for  Great  Britain— whereas  the  “colonialist’' 
denial  of  self-government  to  Southern  Rhodesia  seemed  “liberal”!  The 
grant  of  responsible  government  to  Southern  Rhodesia  was  part  of  a 
policy  of  decolonization,  while  Kenya  continued  to  be  administered 
under  an  imperialist  policy  in  order  to  make  a  different  form  of  decolo¬ 
nization  possible.  This  is  the  clearest  proof  of  how  former  traditions, 
concepts  and  terms  had  begun  to  be  questioned  in  the  inter-war  years 
and  it  plainly  shows  the  emergence  of  a  new  attitude  and  entirely 
new  prospects  for  future  policy. 


THE  DISCUSSION  DURING  THE  SECOND  WORLD  WAR 


The  new  attitude  in  colonial  policy  which  had  become  apparent  in 
the  late  1930s  did  not  take  effect  until  the  Second  World  War.  In  the 
face  of  danger.  Great  Britain  once  again  experienced  the  “unity”  of 
its  Gommonwealth  and  Empire;  it  was  grateful  for  the  generous  political, 
military  and  economic  aid  it  received  and  thought  its  position  as  an 
imperial  power  and  a  representative  of  freedom  was  ensured.  But  Britain 
also  suffered  an  epoch-making  defeat  and  loss  of  prestige  in  the  Far 
East,  which  forced  it  to  devote  more  thought  to  the  colonies,  to  critically 
examine  the  attitudes  and  policies  of  the  inter-war  years  and  to  plan 
for  the  future.  British  composure  was  shaken  by  the  unexpected  Japanese 
occupation  of  Hong  Kong,  Malaya,  Borneo  and  Burma  and  by  the 
almost  unresisting  fall  of  Singapore,  that  stronghold  of  British  power 
in  the  East,  and  these  events  “launched  through  the  Empire  an  impulse 
of  self-questioning  and  self-reform”.^  What  seemed  even  more  shocking 
was  that  the  defeat  was  obviously  not  just  a  military  one.  The  British 
press  reported  that  the  native  population— with  the  exception  of  the 
Ghinese— had  not  openly  shown  sympathy  for  the  Japanese,  yet  they 
had  remained  passive  and  had  little  concern  with  defending  British 
domination.^  Tradesmen  and  colonial  officials  fled  without  any  active 
resistance.  They  were  taken  by  surprise  and  confused  by  the  events  be¬ 
cause  they  had  considered  British  domination  an  unassailable  fact  and, 
in  their  typical  colonial  mentality,  had  indulged  in  deluded  ideas  about 
the  attitude  of  the  inhabitants  and  the  security  of  British  domination  in 
Asia.® 

Some  of  the  reproaches  made  under  the  stress  of  catastrophe  were 
taken  back  in  the  following  years.  The  Netherlands  and  Denmark  had 
also  capitulated  without  a  struggle,  it  was  said,  the  Malayans  had  been 
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unarmed  and  they  had  given  the  Japanese  surprisingly  little  active  aid. 
The  weak  British  forces  were  by  no  means  equal  to  the  brutal  Japanese 
aggression.  Still,  the  shock  had  its  effect.  The  fall  of  Singapore  was 
seen  as  the  end  of  an  era,  an  event  which  would  prevent  Great  Britain 
from  ever  resuming  its  pre-war  position  of  colonial  domination.  In  March 
1942,  the  Economist  said: 


For  the  time,  the  curtain  has  rung  down  on  Britain’s  colonial  holding  in 
the  Far  East,  and  whenever  it  is  rung  up  again  it  will  certainly  be  on  a 
radically  different  scene.  .  .  .  There  can  be  no  return  to  the  old  system 
once  Japan  has  been  defeated.  .  .  .  The  need  is  for  entirely  new  prin¬ 
ciples,  or  rather,  the  consistent  application  of  principles  to  which  lip 
service  has  long  been  paid.  For  the  Colonies — Malaya,  Indochina  and 
Netherlands-India — there  can  be  only  one  goal,  the  creation  of  independent 
nations  linked  economically,  socially  and  culturally  with  the  old  mother 
country,  but  learning  to  stand  firmly  on  their  own  feet.^ 


The  Labour  party  and  the  colonial  reformers  took  up  the  criticism 
they  had  begun  in  the  years  before  the  war,  denouncing  the  “imperialist 
and  colonialist”  attitude  of  the  Conservatives.  They  had  attacked  the 
administration  and  the  discrepancy  between  principles  proclaimed  and 
actual  measures  taken,  between  generous  promises  and  minimal  con¬ 
cessions,  and  they  urged  the  rapid  grant  of  self-pvernment.  Even  a 
diehard  like  the  Conservative  M.P.  Gammans  realized  that  the  fall  0 
Singapore  was  a  challenge,  although  the  conclusions  he  drew  from  it 
were  “imperialist”.  He  said  this  did  not  mean  the  end  of  the  colonial 
system,  but  “we  cannot  go  back  to  Malaya  and  Borneo  as  if  nothing 
happened”.  It  was  indefensible  that  the  important  office  of  colonial 
minister  had  always  been  treated  as  a  secondary  one  and,  within  the 
Cabinet,  as  a  kind  of  dumping  ground.  He  thought  Britain  must  regain 
its  moral  and  political  leadership,  by  instituting,  for  example,  an  imperia 
council  for  economy  and  planning,  an  imperial  air  force  and  imperia 
civil  rights.®  Gammans  was  something  of  an  outsider  and  not  vety 
representative  of  the  Conservative  party,  but  he  provides  an  examp  e 
of  how  the  defeat  in  the  East  provoked  criticism  of  pre-war  policies 

and  turned  thoughts  to  the  future.  .  ,  ^  ^ 

Then  there  were  the  external  influences.  The  United  States  entered 
the  war,  took  over  leadership  within  NATO  and  demanded  acceptance 
of  its  demands.  Even  Churchill  could  not  quite  deny  America  s  importance. 
We  have  described  how  Roosevelt’s  anti-colonialism  was  felt  to  be  a 
“challenge”  to  Great  Britain.  America’s  programme  of  liberation  was 
reflected  in  the  Atlantic  Charter  which  also  applied  to  the  colonia 
peoples.  It  affected  the  emancipation  movements  and  hastened  the  revolu¬ 
tion  which  was  already  under  way.  Britain  won  the  war,  but  was 
weakened.  From  then  on  it  tried  to  avoid  conflicts  and  had  to  agree  to 
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concessions.  After  the  war,  the  United  Nations  added  its  pressure  to 
that  of  Ameriea  and  Britain’s  internal  diffieulties — ehiefly  eeonomic; 
at  the  same  time  the  rise  of  the  Soviet  Union  created  a  new  situation 
which  faced  British  imperial  and  eolonial  politicians  with  unanticipated 
problems. 

Critieism  of  past  polieies,  the  search  for  new  formulas  and  the  desire 
to  show  that  Britain  was  equal  to  the  ehallenge  without  having  to  break 
entirely  with  the  past  were  refleeted  by  the  political  writers.  Onee  again 
Lord  Hailey  is  to  be  eited  among  the  authorities.  Sinee  the  appearance 
of  his  African  Survey  he  was  highly  respected  and  mueh  quoted  in 
parliamentary  debates,  books  and  the  press.  During  the  war  too,  he  had 
frequently  expressed  his  opinion  on  future  problems.  His  influence,  particu¬ 
larly  in  conservative  circles,  was  considerable.® 

Hailey  briefly  sketched  the  history  of  the  Empire  and  of  colonial 
expansion,  which  he  thought  was  caused  not  only  by  economic  factors. 
He  described  the  counteractions  and  reform  movements,  the  humani¬ 
tarian  tradition  of  the  early  nineteenth  century  from  which  the  notion 
of  trusteeship  had  emerged;  the  economic  and  at  times  Marxist  theories 
that  had  made  the  public  aware  of  the  problem  of  “exploitation”  and  of 
the  questions  of  labour  and  land  law;  and  the  League  of  Nations  mandate 
system  on  which  Iraq’s  independence  was  founded.  He  said  the  in¬ 
numerable  declarations  in  which  Great  Britain  professed  trusteeship  and 
spoke  of  self-government  were  no  longer  enough.  The  colonial  peo¬ 
ples  could  not  be  satisfied  by  them  any  longer  and  would  with  some 
justification  point  out  that  the  mother  country  was  exaggerating  the 
diflSculties  of  self-government  in  a  utilitarian  and  one-sided  manner. 
They  wanted  “something  more  explicit”,  and  the  pronouncements  made 
so  far  were  not  very  informative”.  The  notion  of  trusteeship  may  have 
played  an  increasingly  important  part  in  British  colonial  administration 
and  even  gained  some  respectability,  but 

the  use  of  the  term  is  irritating  to  the  Colonial  people.  It  was  intensely 
unpopular  in  India.  It  is  becoming  equally  unpopular  in  the  Colonies,  for 
it  has  implications  on  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  enlarge  but  which,  if  I 
were  a  native  of  the  Colonies,  I  should  equally  resent.  If  we  need  to 
express  ourselves  in  a  formula  at  all,  let  our  relations  be  those  of  senior 
and  junior  partners  in  the  same  enterprise,  and  let  it  be  said  that  our 
contract  of  partnership  involves  the  progressive  increase  of  the  share  which 
the  junior  partners  have  in  the  conduct  of  the  undertaking.^ 

Hailey  had  already  expressed  rather  critical  and  unconventional  opin¬ 
ions  on  the  current  doctrines  in  1938-1939;  yet  we  believe  that  his 
distrust  of  the  concept  of  “trusteeship”,  of  the  very  foundation  of  British 
colonial  doctrine  between  the  wars,  was  a  result  of  the  new  outlook 
not  emerged  during  the  war;  it  would  have  been  inconceivable  before 
1940,  particularly  from  a  conservative!  Now  at  last  the  paternalistic  atti- 
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tude  inherent  in  trusteeship  was  analysed  eritieally  and  the  puhlie  was 
asked  to  understand  the  position  of  the  natives  who  felt  their  self-respect 
suffered  under  this  arrangement.  Until  then  Britain  had  paid  little  atten¬ 
tion  to  such  reactions  and  the  discussion  had  always  made  it  seem  as 
though  Great  Britain,  conscious  of  its  moral  obligations,  was  granting 
concessions  on  its  own  initiative  without  regard  for  the  opinions  of 
the  peoples  concerned.  The  war  forced  Britain  to  take  more  notice  of 
nationalist  emancipation  movements  and  to  admit  that  it  was  doing 
so.  Consequently  war-time  and  post-war  reforms  were  made  in  a  much 
less  “benevolent”  spirit  than  before;  they  had  been  rendered  necessary 
by  nationalist  opposition  and  the  international  situation. 

The  major  objective  was  “a  more  constructive  interpretation  of  trustee¬ 
ship”,®  since 

the  objective  of  colonial  policy  could  no  longer  be  viewed  merely  as  the 
protection  of  the  native  people  from  exploitation;  the  emphasis  now  lay 
on  the  necessity  for  the  active  and  systematic  promotion  of  native  wel¬ 
fare.® 

Hailey  considered  that  the  colonial  state,  like  the  mother  country,  now 
had  a  greater  task  than  before.  It  must  not  wait  until  a  certain  stage 
of  development  had  been  reached  but  must  intervene  actively  to  promote 
this  development.  Within  the  colonies  themselves  the  discussion  paralleled 
what  was  happening  in  Britain,  since  even  the  conservatives  were  becom¬ 
ing  concerned  with  the  planning  and  acceptance  of  a  welfare  state  instead 
of  the  outworn  liberalism.  Hailey  stressed  the  fact  that  the  policy  of 
development  must  not  just  try  to  improve  the  natives  standard  of  living 
but  “must  be  viewed  as  an  essential  preparation  for  the  enjoyment  of 
Self-Government”  .1®  Institutions  must  be  founded  on  an  economic 
and  social  basis  and  were  relevant,  he  said,  only  if  the  natives  could 
take  over  the  administration  and  if  the  former  almost  absolute  depend¬ 
ence  on  the  outside  world  was  loosened. 

The  objective  cannot  therefore  be  merely  to  increase  the  cash  resources  of 
the  natives  of  the  dependencies  or  to  enlarge  their  power  of  purchasing 
imported  commodities.  Social  progress  must  be  directed  along  lines  which 
will  foster  the  spirit  of  enterprise  and  self-reliance.  It  must  seek  the 
substitution  of  local  for  imported  personnel,  not  only  in  the  administrative 
but  the  technical  services.  Economic  progress  involves  the  growth  of  local 
industries  and  the  organization  of  local  marketing  with  the  view  to  in¬ 
creasing  the  participation  of  natives  in  the  major  enterprises  now  under 
external  control.  It  must  seek  to  preserve  the  balance  between  ei^ort 
production  and  subsistence  cultivation,  for  it  is  the  latter  which  is  the  basis 
of  nutrition  and  therefore  of  resistance  to  disease.^’- 

Here  the  conclusions  of  the  African  Survey,  the  discussion  on  the 
West  Indies  and  the  1939  Nutrition  Report  were  elaborated  into  a 
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programme  for  a  future  colonial  policy  that  would  go  beyond  paternal¬ 
ism  and  open  up  new  horizons.  Serious  efforts  were  now  made  to 
prepare  the  respective  territories  for  economic,  social  and  political  in¬ 
dependence;  there  were  even  demands  for  industrialization  in  order  to 
make  economic  “self-reliance”  possible.  The  same  applies  to  production 
for  local  needs,  which  must  not,  it  was  said,  be  sold  as  export.  Pre-war 
ideas  were  put  forward  again,  expanded  and  turned  into  concrete  demands. 
Political  concessions,  Hailey  said,  were  no  substitute  for  a  policy  of 
development.^^  By  emphasizing  the  importance  of  economic  and  social 
factors  and  of  a  certain  amount  of  economic  independence,  which  he 
considered  the  conditio  sine  qua  non  of  political  independence,  Hailey 
did  not  mean  to  divert  attention  from  political  reforms  nor  to  “depoliti- 
cize”  colonial  emancipation— a  tendency  which  cannot  be  dismissed  in 
certain  other  British  pronouncements  or  in  French  post-war  policy.  Hailey 
took  seriously  the  notion  of  the  “gradual  granting  of  self-government” 
and  aimed  the  policy  of  development,  which  had  begun  with  the  Colonial 
Development  and  Welfare  Fund,  directly  at  this  goal. 

This  does  not  mean  that  he  overlooked  the  difEculty  of  realizing 
his  programme.  In  many  cases  national  boundaries  that  had  been  drawn 
were  often  artificial  or  the  territories  too  small.  Some  peoples  were  still 
too  “primitive”.  In  other  cases  one  had  to  deal  with  feudal  lords 
(Buganda,  Barotseland,  Malaya)  who  demanded  Britain’s  acceptance 
of  their  rights,  and  could  not  simply  be  ignored.  How  could  one  solve 
the  problem  of  the  white  settlers?  Hailey  thought  it  could  not  be 
determined  in  advance  when  a  colony  would  be  ripe  for  responsible 
government.  He  said  it  was  difiicult  to  lay  down  general  valid  lines 
of  development  and  that  there  was  obviously  tension  between  the 
nationalist  opposition,  who  pressed  for  “more  political  independence”, 
and  the  government,  which  felt  obliged  to  protect  the  minorities.  The 
emirs  must  not  remain  in  power  in  West  Africa;  instead  the  new  and 
indeed  still  weak  ruling  class  should  be  relied  upon.  It  was  not  yet 
clear  whether  the  necessary  conditions  for  parliamentary  government 
existed  in  Asia  and  Africa.  “Good  administration”  must  be  guaranteed 
and  must  not  be  prematurely  endangered  by  inter-party  conflicts  and 
lack  of  experience. 

The  problem  of  finding  an  executive  which  can  hold  the  confidence  of  the 
public,  while  it  is  at  the  same  time  independent  of  the  majority  of  the 
Legislature,  is  admittedly  one  of  extreme  difficulty.  But  if  a  solution  could 
be  found,  it  might  prove  of  greater  assistance  to  the  cause  of  Self-Govern¬ 
ment  than  a  dogmatic  insistence  on  the  attempt  to  develop  parliamentary 
institutions  of  a  normal  form.^s 

The  old  problem  of  representative  government  again!  The  most  ur¬ 
gent  task  was  to  be  the  inclusion  of  the  natives  in  the  administrative 
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service^^;  Hailey  was  no  doubt  right  on  this  account,  for  far  too  little 
attention  had  been  paid  to  this  question  before  the  war.  Here  too  Hailey 
established  a  new  policy,  which  was  determined  in  part  by  the  fact 
that  the  question  of  the  future  had  become  more  urgent— the  emancipa¬ 
tion  movement  was  growing  and  the  transitional  phases  would  be 
shorter  than  had  been  thought  in  1939. 

“What  then  is  to  be  the  final  issue  of  the  process,  which  I  can  best 
describe  as  one  of  decolonization?”^®  asked  Hailey.  He  was  one  of  the 
first  to  use  this  now  current  term,  stressing  that  future  colonial  policy 
had  to  be  more  than  mere  reform.  He  said  an  epoch-making  trend  was 
under  way.  Britain  must  realize  this  and  act  accordingly  to  prove  the 
validity  of  its  policies.  This  insight  shone  through  a  few  inter-war  pro¬ 
nouncements  but  only  now  was  recognized  as  a  real  problem. 

Hailey  was  also  one  of  the  first  to  realize  that  the  notion  of  self- 
government  was  by  no  means  as  clear  as  was  generally  believed  and 
could  not  always  be  equated  with  dominion  status.  Great  Britain  had 
promised  the  latter  to  India  and  Ceylon— we  add  Burma— but  in  other 
cases  foreign  affairs  and  defence  remained  controlled  by  the  mother 
country  even  when  the  colony  had  obtained  self-government,  so  that  it 
meant  only  internal  autonomy.  Hailey  warned  that  one  could  no  longer 
evade  this  important  question  if  the  concessions  hitherto  granted  were 
to  remain  valid. 

In  the  end,  however,  we  must  definitely  face  the  question  of  whether  we 
do  in  truth  contemplate  for  the  dependencies  the  final  stage  to  which 
Self-Government  points,  namely  the  attainment  by  them  of  the  equivalent 
of  Dominion  status.  There  are  doubtless  some  who  could  regard  this  as  a 
vision,  so  distant  as  to  be  unsubstantial.  But  it  is  the  logical  outcome  of 
Self-Government.  It  is  the  goal  to  which  we  have  allowed  and  indeed 
encouraged  the  people  of  the  dependencies  to  look  forward.  It  is  an  ideal 
which  we  could  not  now  abandon  without  a  radical  departure  from  all  our 
past  tradition.^® 

This  plain  statement  struck  at  a  critical  point  of  the  past  declarations. 
Before  1939,  self-government  was  often  spoken  of  as  the  goal  of  British 
colonial  policy,  but  only  seldom— except  in  the  case  of  India— dominion 
status.  The  latter  was  mentioned  only  incidentally  and  even  then  only 
as  a  possibility  in  the  far  future.  Talk  of  extending  the  Commonwealth 
to  include  the  Asian  and  African  peoples  was  extremely  rare.  The  notion 
of  self-government  remained  ambivalent,  since  according  to  British  prin¬ 
ciples  it  could  mean  only  responsible  government  and  therefore  dominion 
status,  but  this  was  not  “officially”  confirmed;  people  deluded  themselves 
that  in  some  cases  self-government  could  be  limited  to  internal  autonomy. 
Hailey  broke  through  a  kind  of  taboo  here  and  was  asking  Great 
Britain  to  accept  the  consequences  of  its  proclamations. 

Hailey  also  spoke,  however,  of  an  “equivalent  of  Dominion  status  .  On 
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another  occasion  he  said  it  was  by  no  means  certain  whether  the  Asian 
and  African  colonies  would  join  the  Commonwealth  as  new  dominions. 
It  was  possible,  he  thought,  that  they  would  join  together  as  regional 
organizations  with  their  own  foreign  policy  and  would  be  only  loosely 
linked  with  the  Commonwealth;  this  solution  could  prove  a  “lesser  evil” 
than  the  inclusion  of  members  who  would  endanger  the  solidarity  of  the 
Commonwealth.^^  He  did  not  want  to  preclude  their  membership,’^®  yet 
asked  himself  whether  it  was  possible  to  create  a  multi-racial  Common¬ 
wealth  without  destroying  the  Commonwealth  itself.  He  did  not  make 
this  issue  the  main  goal  of  British  post-war  policy  however! 

When  the  grant  of  dominion  status  seemed  to  become  an  actual  pos¬ 
sibility,  a  question  arose  that  had  scarcely  been  discussed  until  then:  how 
to  deal  with  the  small  and  economically  weak  territories?  It  seemed  sense¬ 
less  to  grant  dominion  status  to  the  West  Indian  islands  or  to  individual 
African  territories.’®  Federation  seemed  one  solution.  It  was  suggested  that 
viable  units  could  be  created  by  amalgamating  individual  colonies.  Be¬ 
fore  the  war  the  idea  of  federation  had  been  debated  in  East  and  Central 
Africa  and  even  in  the  West  Indies,  and  in  1935  India  obtained  a  federal 
constitution;  but  London  did  not  actively  try  to  create  larger  units  until 
after  1945.  Here  too  Hailey  was  an  innovator. 

In  Britain,  as  in  the  United  States,  there  was  much  talk  between  1942 
and  1945  of  regional  organizations.  Coordinating  centres  had  been  estab¬ 
lished  for  military  and  economic  efforts:  an  Anglo-American  council  in 
Central  America;  the  Middle  East  Supply  Centre;  a  British  high  com¬ 
missioner’s  office  for  West  Africa.  These,  it  was  thought,  could  serve  as 
models.  By  proposing  regional  commissions.  Great  Britain  also  hoped  to 
counter  America’s  suggestion  of  internationalizing  all  the  colonies.  By 
declaring  itself  prepared  to  form  West  Indian  or  Pacific  regional  author¬ 
ities,  London  was  supposedly  abandoning  any  “imperialist”  demands  and 
showing  that  it  was  concerned  only  with  the  economic  and  social  prog¬ 
ress  of  the  respective  regions.  'These  regional  councils,  it  was  said  (which, 
however,  had  only  advisory  powers),  would  be  more  effective  than  inter¬ 
national  administration  by  the  United  Nations.®®  The  South  African 
Smuts  had  a  secondary  objective  here.  In  a  much  noted  article  in  Life  on 
28  December  1942,  he  attacked  American  anti-colonialism  and  at  the  same 
time  raised  the  Union’s  claim  to  have  a  part  in  determining  Britain’s  East 
Africa  policy.®’  A  federation  on  a  regional  basis  would  thus  have  had 
close  links  with  the  Union  of  South  Africa  and  could  serve  as  the  basis 
for  another  white  dominion!  Other  views  were  put  forward  as  well.  'The 
Australian  W.  K.  Hancock,  whose  Survey  of  British  Commonwealth 
Affairs  had  an  importance  akin  to  that  of  Lord  Hailey’s  African  Survey, 
was  perhaps  the  major  expert  on  imperial  political  and  economic  problems. 
Provoked  by  American  criticism  of  Great  Britain,  he  published  a  book 
strikingly  entitled  Argument  of  Empire  in  1943,  which  was  widely  read.®® 
In  it  he  contrasted  America’s  lack  of  understanding  with  the  dominions’ 


GREAT  BRITAIN 


165 

voluntary  assistance.  Tlie  dominions,  lie  thought,  with  their  combination 
of  full  independence  and  membership  in  the  British  Empire  (an  associa¬ 
tion  which  no  foreigner  could  really  understand)  could  help  to  overcome 
the  purely  nationalist  idea  of  independence;  this  would  be  the  new  path 
for  the  future. 

Like  Hailey,  Hancock  recalled  Alfred  Zimmern’s  image  of  a  procession 
on  the  road  to  self-government;  he  believed  that  this  image  gave  an  overly 
optimistic  and  one-sided  view  of  constitutional  questions  and  needed  to 
be  corrected  and  elaborated.  There  had  been  setbaeks  in  Malta  and  Pales¬ 
tine,  while  the  problem  of  Kenya,  i.e.  of  the  white  settlers,  was  a  new  one. 
Only  when  the  native  population  had  obtained  the  representation  due  it 
in  the  legislative  council  could  the  white  settlers’  bower  be  extended.^® 
Many  of  the  grievances  in  West  Africa  were  justified:  the  natives  must  be 
given  more  participation  in  the  administration;  London  was  proceeding 
too  slowly;  indirect  rule  must  not  oppose  the  new  elite  that  was  pressing 
for  power.  Behveen  the  wars,  Britain  had  been  far  too  passive  and  had 
fed  on  past  gains. If  the  administration  had  taken  more  aetive  economic 
measures,  self-government  would  have  made  better  progress  too.  Like 
Hailey,  Hancock  added  that  too  little  rather  than  too  much  had  been 
invested  in  the  colonies;  yet  private  initiative  needed  controlling  and 
should  be  supplemented  by  public  enterprise  with  active  co-operation 
from  the  mother  country. 

W.  M.  Macmillan,  author  of  Warning  from  the  West  Indies, put  for¬ 
ward  some  rather  impulsive  critical  views.  He  said  that  neither  the  liberals 
nor  the  Labour  party  had  managed  to  formulate  a  positive  policy.  The 
Victorian  belief  in  democracy  and  laissez-faire  was  not  enough  to  over¬ 
come  passivity  and  stagnation;  the  “anaemic  doctrine  of  trusteeship  had 
had  some  value  as  a  “check  on  naked  power”,  but  it  had  been  practised 
as  a  “one-sided  relationship”  which  the  colonies  were  already  eountering 
by  demanding  partnership,  the  West  Indies  by  dominion  status.^  This 
criticism  of  trusteeship  coincided  entirely  with  that  of  Hailey.  Maemillan 
also  stressed  that  self-government  required  a  higher  social  standard  and 
that  this  in  turn  depended  on  the  mother  country  granting  aid  to  de¬ 
velopment.  “The  prime  need  of  the  Colonies  is  a  whole  series  of  ‘Develop¬ 
ment  Commissions’,  perhaps  on  the  pattern  of  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority.”  Instead,  the  Colonial  Office  had  applied  the  brakes  because 
social  difficulties  had  arisen  in  the  field  of  mining;  it  was  neeessary  to 
supervise  investments  and  to  formulate  a  soeial  policy  which  accepted  an 
established  proletariat.  It  was  essential  to  promote  education  far  more  in¬ 
tensively,  both  at  the  elementary  and  the  university  level.  So  far  only 
Hong  Kong  and  Ceylon  had  their  own  universities. 

Macmillan  sharply  criticized  indireet  rule,  beeause  in  spite  of  some 
successes  it  had  to  all  too  often  served  as  an  alternative  to  democratic  re¬ 
forms  and  had  thereby  foreed  the  emerging  middle  classes  m  Lagos, 
the  Gold  Coast  and  Freetown  into  opposition.  Since  local  admmistra- 
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tion  was  no  longer  effective,  higher  authorities  were  necessary.  The  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  indirect  rule  “have  been  shy  of  the  larger  problem  of  rep¬ 
resentation”, and  the  franchise  had  not  been  extended  for  years.  “We 
want  in  the  first  place  a  clearer  formulation  of  the  old  creed  that  Self- 
Government  is  the  eventual  and  not  too  distant  goal’’^®;  Macmillan  saw 
self-government  as  a  partnership  within  a  “democratic  Commonwealth”.^® 
In  December  1942  the  Round  Table  published  a  programmatic  article 
entitled  “Future  of  the  Colonies”.®®  This  “imperial”  publication  remarked 
that  the  Japanese  conquest  of  Malaya  had  shown  how  weakly  established 
British  domination  was  and  that  it  met  with  little  sympathy  from  the  in¬ 
habitants.  The  Round  Table  also  considered  that  the  notion  of  trustee¬ 
ship  was  inadequate,  arguing  that  it  offered  no  guide-lines  for  the  active 
intervention  that  was  urgently  necessary.®^  So  it  tried  “to  find  a  basis  for 
this  new  conception  by  re-defining  our  relationship  in  terms  of  ‘partner¬ 
ship’  or  ‘common  citizenship’”.  In  the  political  sphere,  said  the  Round 
Table,  the  many  oflEcial  pronouncements  had  given  the  impression  that 
responsible  government  could  mean  only  a  parliamentary  system  and 
that  the  colonies  therefore  had  to  follow  the  same  path  as  the  dominions; 
but  territories  like  Malaya  lacked  the  necessary  conditions  for  this  and  in 
East  Africa  the  only  immediate  result  had  been  rule  by  the  white  settlers. 
The  main  question  was  whether  self-government  always  meant  dominion 
status  and  therefore  equal  status  within  the  Commonwealth .®2  One 
should  determine  whether  “the  substance  of  Self-Government  could  not 
be  assured  by  some  other  method  than  that  which  we  now  pursuing”. 
The  Commonwealth  was  a  unity  with  definite  ideals;  “the  most  suitable 
type  of  relationship”  must  be  found  between  the  new  and  the  old  “self- 
governing  units”.  The  Round  Table  proposed  a  special  ruling  that  would 
leave  the  hard  core  of  the  Commonwealth  as  it  was  and  affiliate  rather 
than  integrate  the  new  Asian  and  African  members.  Behind  these  proposals 
lay  the  hope,  it  would  seem,  of  a  compromise  reserving  certain  powers  to 
the  mother  country.  At  any  rate,  the  publication  that  played  a  decisive 
role  in  propagating  the  idea  of  the  Commonwealth  joined  Lord  Hailey 
in  warning  against  the  possible  dangers  of  a  multi-racial  Commonwealth. 

Other  writers  rejected  this  kind  of  differentiation  between  old  and  new 
dominions.  Alfred  Zimmern  returned  to  the  theses  of  his  1925  book.  After 
the  example  of  India,  which  was  on  the  brink  of  dominion  status,  he 
thought  that  the  colonies  also  should  “finally  attain  equal  freedom  of 
Dominion  Status”.®®  Ernest  Barker  expressed  similar  views  in  The  Ideas 
and  Ideals  of  the  British  Empire  in  1941,  which  we  quoted  earlier.  He 
thought  it  likely  that  in  the  course  of  time  the  Commonwealth  would  in¬ 
clude  not  just  India  but  also  parts  of  the  Dependent  Empire. ®‘‘  But  he 
demonstrated  that  he  wanted  to  leave  this  an  open  question  which  he 
evidently  did  not  yet  consider  urgent.  The  same  applies  to  the  former 
colonial  minister  L.  S.  Amery,  who  spoke  of  an  “eventual”  inclusion  of 
Africa  in  the  Commonwealth.®®  Such  pronouncements  could  have  been 
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termed  “liberal”  before  1939,  but  now  they  seemed  outdated,  if  not  re¬ 
actionary.  A  pamphlet  brought  out  by  young  conservatives  for  which  the 
later  minister  R.  A.  Butler  wrote  the  preface,  was  more  in  line  with  the 
current  frame  of  mind.^®  As  good  Tories  they  accepted  “imperialism”  as 
the  essence  of  liberal  ideals.  But  they  abandoned  the  traditional  belief  in 
their  own  superiority  and  agreed  that  India  should  obtain  “full  Dominion 
Status”.  The  colonies  were  “hopelessly  starved  of  capital”,  the  1940  Co¬ 
lonial  Development  Fund  was  quite  inadequate,  neglecting  education, 
among  other  things.  “In  due  time  we  may  hope  to  see  many  Colonies 
enjoying  the  rights  of  full  Self-Government,  and  the  benefits  of  full 
Dominion  Status  will  become  available  in  the  form  of  Colonial  Federation 
in  the  West  Indies,  East  Africa  and  elsewhere.”  The  new  generation  of 
conservatives  was  clearly  distinct  from  the  inter-war  generation;  it  adopted 
Lord  Hailey’s  views  and  tried  to  adapt  to  the  new  world  situation. 

These  responses  indicate  the  new  voices  raised  in  the  war-time  discus¬ 
sion.  Criticism  of  Britain’s  passive  attitude  before  1939  strong. 

Neither  the  government  nor  the  public  had  shown  sufficient  interest 
in  the  Empire,  it  was  said,  or  had  proven  its  desire  to  undertake  re¬ 
forms.®^  It  was  suspicious,  said  Hailey,  that  Parliament  had  devoted  only 
a  few  hours  per  year  to  the  colonies  and  their  sixty  million  inhabitants. 

If  there  is  a  complaint  of  the  apathy  of  some  of  the  colonial  peoples 

towards  our  mle  it  is  nothing  compared  with  the  British  people  towards 

their  own  Colonial  possessions.®® 

In  the  future  the  mother  country  must  increase  its  activity  in  the  colonies 
and  adopt  a  new  attitude:  the  colonies  must  no  longer  be  simply  outposts 
designed  to  relieve  the  British  economy  and  to  help  Britain  appear  to  be 
a  great  power;  they  must  be  accepted  as  independent  territories  whose  de¬ 
velopment  must  be  promoted  so  that  they  could  later  stand  on  their  own 
feet.  Colonial  policy,  potentially  at  least,  had  become  an  instrument  of 
decolonization!  The  opinions  of  the  1930s  now  took  root:  the  colonies 
could  not  develop  fast  enough  on  their  own  to  become  ripe  for  self- 
government.  The  new  policy  which  had  started  with  the  Colonial  Develop¬ 
ment  and  Welfare  Fund  had  to  be  greatly  extended  after  the  war.  The 
central  concept  of  trusteeship  now  seemed  outdated,  passive  and  paternal¬ 
istic  and  was  to  be  replaced  by  the  new  notion  of  ‘  partnership  . 
Similarly,  indirect  rule  was  to  be  replaced  by  local  government  adapted  to 
modern  requirements. 

Great  Britain  recovered  fairly  rapidly  from  the  shock  imposed  by  the  fall 
of  Singapore.  By  contrast  with  the  pre-war  era,  it  now  definitely  prepared 
for  decolonization,  knowing  that  India  would  obtain  home  rule  soon 
after  the  war.  Yet  Britain  still  did  not  feel  pressed  for  time  and  counted 
on  long  delays;  it  did  not  set  timetables,  as  the  Americans  did  in  their 
Philippines  policy.®®  Moreover,  decolonization  was  to  proceed  “within 
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the  British  Empire",  although  there  was  some  hesitation  about  accepting 
Asian  and  African  dominions.  This  formula  may  have  been  vague,  but  it 
had  considerable  significance.  The  strong  emphasis  on  the  unity  of  Em¬ 
pire  and  Commonwealth  made  it  possible  to  interpret  self-government 
as  a  mere  change  of  status  within  the  Empire  rather  than  as  dissociation 
from  it.  It  was  not  chance  that  the  word  “independence”  was  deliberately 
avoided  or  at  most  used  incidentally. 

The  politics  of  the  war  years  had  a  supra-party  character,  in  spite  of 
Churchill’s  pre-eminent  position.  Churchill,  who  had  proved  a  diehard 
in  the  Indian  question,  saw  himself  as  a  kind  of  legal  adviser  on  British 
power  and  greatness;  he  considered  the  Empire  the  backbone  of  Brit¬ 
ish  power  and  thought  that  Britain’s  status  as  a  world  power  was 
justified  by  the  Empire.  We  must  recall  his  vehement  protest  against 
American  anti-colonialism:  “I  have  not  become  the  King’s  First  Minister 
in  order  to  preside  over  the  liquidation  of  the  British  Empire.’’^®  He  re¬ 
fused  to  recognize  the  application  of  sovereignty  proclaimed  by  the  At¬ 
lantic  Charter  to  members  of  the  Empire.^^  London  alone  was  entitled 
to  determine  their  future,  and  not  some  international  organization.  How¬ 
ever,  Churchill  had  to  make  some  concessions  and  to  promise  India 
dominion  status,  although  he  had  sternly  refused  this  before.  His  reluctance 
had  to  give  way  to  the  pressure  of  the  military  situation  in  South-East 
Asia,  the  severe  conflicts  in  India  and  the  insistence  of  the  Colonial 
Cabinet.  In  any  case,  Churchill  was  not  an  “imperialist"  in  the  sense  that 
Milner  was  one;  he  was  a  proud  and  nationalistic  Englishman  who 
regarded  the  Empire  question  from  the  point  of  view  of  its  advantages 
to  the  mother  country  and  took  little  interest  in  the  economic  or  political 
problems  of  the  individual  colonies.  He  initiated  few  reforms  in  the  post¬ 
war  years  and  consented  to  them  only  if  they  did  not  endanger  imperial 
positions. 

We  do  not  know  how  the  Cabinet  reacted  to  Churchill’s  provocative 
words.  We  have  seen  earlier  that  liberals  and  reformers  also  rejected  the 
American  demands,  which  they  considered  unjustified,  and  at  the  same 
time  regarded  them  as  a  “challenge’’.*^  London  wanted  to 

“liquidate"  the  Empire  or  to  transfer  control  to  the  United  States  or  to 
an  international  authority.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Labour  party  protested 
Churchill’s  interpretation  of  the  Atlantic  Charter^^  and  followed  Roose¬ 
velt.  The  liberal  Economist  also  objected  to  the  attitude  “to  hold  our 
own"  and  wanted  to  see  Churchill’s  statement  supplemented  by  evidence 
of  the  desire  to  reform.  The  Economist  stressed  the  need  “to  recognize 
and  carry  out  the  responsibilities  of  Empire  more  largely,  more  boldly, 
and  more  quickly  than  in  the  past".  New  goals  were  not  necessary,  but 
words  must  be  followed  by  deeds.  In  the  past.  Parliament  had  shown 
lack  of  interest,  the  Treasury  had  been  small,  racial  prejudice  had  been 
accepted  and  the  poverty,  undernourishment  even,  in  India,  Africa  and 
the  West  Indies 
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have  stirred  no  popular  indignation.  ...  If  the  war  does  awaken  a  wide 
sense  of  Imperial  responsibility  among  the  British  people  it  will  have  done 
a  great  good.^^ 

A  month  later  Lord  Bledisloe,  chairman  of  the  1938-1939  East  Africa 
commission,  confirmed:  “It  must  be  admitted  that  there  was  very  little 
vitality  and  constructive  progress  in  our  present  colonial  policy.”  The 
liberal  Lord  Samuel  proposed  a  “standing  joint  select  committee  on 
colonial  affairs”  because  Parliament  was  not  showing  enough  interest  in 
the  colonies.^® 

The  government  in  its  declarations  tried  to  live  up  to  the  desire  for  re¬ 
form  evinced  by  the  political  writers,  but  without  committing  itself  in 
any  way.  Its  first  statement  came  surprisingly  late,  on  24  June  1942  in  a 
speech  by  XJnder-secretary  of  State  Harold  Macmillan  to  the  House  of 
Commons.  Macmillan  found  that  there  had  been  no  debate  on  colonial 
issues  since  June  1939,  and  ironically  described  the  earlier  debates  which 
had,  at  best,  included  reports  and  discussions  on  a  few  schools  and  rail¬ 
ways.  Now,  however,  after  the  loss  of  most  of  the  colonies,  production 
both  for  export  and  for  home  consumption  was  being  fostered  in  the 
remaining  territories  “on  an  immense  scale”  and  industrialization  was 
being  promoted.  He  said  the  Empire  must  adapt  itself,  the  theory  that 
colonies  dropped  from  trees  like  ripe  fruit  was  not  apt: 

The  war  has  shown  us  certain  inescapable  facts,  of  which  we  will  learn  the 
lesson  Self-Government  without  security  means  nothing.  Independence 
without  defence  is  vain.  The  future  of  the  world  is  in  larger  organizations 
and  not  in  breaking  up  into  a  large  number  of  small  countries.  It  is  in  the 
light  of  these  events  that  we  should  think  of  our  future  relationship  with 
the  Colonies  as  a  permanent  and  not  a  transitory  thing.  The  governing 
principle  of  the  Colonial  Empire  should,  therefore,  be  the  principle  of 
partnership  between  the  various  elements  composing  it.  Out  of  partnership 
come  understanding  and  friendship.  Within  the  fabric  of  the  Common¬ 
wealth  lies  the  future  of  the  Colonial  territories.  According  to  different 
needs  and  different  conditions  there  will  be  the  greatest  divergence  of  local 
responsibility,  but,  however  far  these  may  be  developed,  there  were  broad 
Imperial  problems  which  only  admit  of  corporate  resolution.  Trade,  cur¬ 
rency,  and  monetary  questions,  defense,  transport  by  sea,  land  and  air  all 
these  are  Imperial  questions.  Capital  development  itself,  on  which  the 
future  of  the  territories  depends,  must  be  thought  of  as  a  whole.^® 

This  declaration  was,  of  course,  aimed  at  the  United  States.  Macmillan 
also  quoted  Churchill's  statement  and  commented  on  it:  “We  are  not 
liquidators.  W^e  are  going  on  with  the  job. '  He  said  the  future  of  the 
colonies  lay  within  the  fabric  of  the  Commonwealth  and  not,  as  the 
Americans  postulated,  in  granting  them  independence.  The  argument 
that  colonial  development  required  the  formation  of  larger  units  was 
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popular  during  the  Second  World  War.  His  reference  to  the  security 
which  he  asserted  the  Commonwealth  alone  could  provide,  is  not  very 
convincing  since,  very  recently,  Britain  had  been  able  to  save  neither 
Malaya  and  Borneo  nor  Burma  from  Japanese  conquest!  But  the  govern¬ 
ment  did  want  to  show  its  readiness  to  reform  and  therefore  ofhcially  in¬ 
troduced  the  notion  of  partnership.  To  a  question  by  a  Labour  M.P., 
Macmillan  replied  that  at  first  this  would  be  a  relationship  between  a 
senior  and  a  junior  partner,  adding:  “I  never  used— I  carefully  avoid  using 
—the  word  Trusteeship  at  any  point  in  my  speech  This  meant  that  he 
was  paying  attention  to  Lord  Hailey’s  criticism  in  the  House  of  Lords!  He 
also  accepted  the  economic  demands:  “We  need  large-scale  public  in¬ 
vestment  on  public  needs.”^®  But  for  the  most  part  the  declaration 
remained  rather  vague.  The  notion  of  partnership  is  unclear  and  dominion 
status  was  never  mentioned— no  doubt  on  purpose;  “the  greatest  divergence 
of  local  responsibility”  could  at  best  mean  internal  autonomy,  but  pre¬ 
sumably  not  parliamentary  responsibility.  The  government  thought  this 
would  be  a  way  of  combining  reforms  and  imperial  tradition,  on  the 
assumption  that  the  colonies  would  accept  such  a  partnership  and  be  con¬ 
tent  with  it. 

Viscount  Cranborne  went  a  step  further  in  a  declaration  on  3  December 
1942: 

...  I  said  the  other  day  in  this  House  that  the  British  Empire  is  not 
static  but  dynamic.  That  I  believe  to  be  profoundly  true.  The  process  of 
development  which  I  have  tried  to  describe  has  no  fixed  limits.  It  is  a 
continuing  process.  There  is  no  so  far  and  no  further  in  our  policy.  We 
have  seen  how  the  old  Colonies  in  Canada,  Australia,  New  Zealand  and 
South  Africa  have  grown  into  great  self-governing  nations,  on  an  absolute 
equality  with  Great  Britain  and  responsible  for  their  own  affairs,  but 
linked  to  her  by  the  enduring  bond  of  loyalty  to  the  Crown.  ...  I  see  the 
territories  of  the  Colonial  Empire  moving  along  the  same  road,  not  perhaps 
in  their  present  isolation  but  more  closely  associated  in  wider  groups, 
playing  an  ever  growing  part  in  the  British  Commonwealth  of  free 
nations.  That  is  a  noble  conception  which  will,  I  hope  and  believe,  in 
the  fullness  of  time  be  realized.  .  .  .  But  this  can  be  said — and  I  would 
repeat  it — all  the  British  Colonies  at  the  present  time  are  moving  in  the 
right  direction.  In  some  cases  progress  is  rapid;  in  some  it  is  inevitably 
slow,  and  to  attempt  to  go  too  fast  would  upset  existing  institutions  before 
the  population  was  ready  for  others.  Of  one  thing  I  am  sure — the  British 
Colonial  Empire  is  not  coming  to  an  end.  The  work  that  we  have  to  do  is 
only  beginning.  We,  the  citizens  of  the  British  Empire,  whatever  our  race, 
religion,  or  colour,  have  a  mission  to  perform,  and  it  is  a  mission  that  is 
essential  to  the  welfare  of  the  world.  It  is  to  ensure  the  survival  of  the  way 
of  life  for  which  the  United  Nations  are  fighting,  a  way  of  life  based  on 
freedom,  tolerance,  justice  and  mutual  understanding,  in  harmony  with 
the  principles  of  the  Atlantic  Charter,  In  that  great  mission  we  must  not, 
and  we  shall  not,  fail.^^ 
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This  was  the  first  time,  as  far  as  one  can  tell,  that  the  British  Govern¬ 
ment  “officially”  declared  that  dominion  status  was  the  aim  of  its  colonial 
policy,  by  equating  the  colonies  with  the  existing  members  of  the  Com¬ 
monwealth.  However,  it  still  did  not  use  the  actual  term  “dominion 
status”,  in  fact  it  carefully  and  deliberately  avoided  it.  This  was  pre¬ 
sumably  because,  although  it  was  in  the  middle  of  the  war,  London  did 
not  want  to  commit  itself  definitively,  nor  did  it  want  to  give  the  na¬ 
tionalists  an  opportunity  to  call  on  a  definite  statement  of  the  govern¬ 
ment’s  views.  Moreover,  this  aim  was  still  set  in  the  distant  future. 
Probably  the  government  still  hoped  it  would  not  have  to  take  the 
final  step  and  would  be  able  to  continue  speaking  of  moving  “along  the 
road”,  i.e.  it  hoped  that  internal  autonomy  would  be  enough.  There 
was  an  obvious  reluctance  to  comply  with  Lord  Hailey’s  demands  for 
a  clear  definition  of  what  was  meant  by  self-government.  Macmillan’s 
statement  also  showed  the  tendency,  resulting  from  American  criticism, 
to  interpret  decolonization  as  a  new  imperial  mission,  in  order  to  justify 
the  Empire  once  again.®®  It  is  easy  to  attack  this  hypocrisy  and  the 
assertions  that  the  maintenance  of  colonial  rule  was  a  service  to  man¬ 
kind  and  a  fight  for  freedom.  But  one  can  also  argue  that  decolonization 
could  proceed  more  smoothly  and  would  provoke  less  soeial  and  psy¬ 
chological  reaction  if  it  was  not  interpreted  from  the  start  as  an  at¬ 
titude  of  surrender  (which  it  necessarily  appeared  to  be  in  the  French 
conception  of  “Id  plus  grdndc  FtdTicc  ,  but  presented  as  a  mission. 
The  concessions  forced  on  the  government  by  circumstances  in  the  fol¬ 
lowing  years  could  thus  be  presented  as  the  performance  of  this  mission 
and  as  keeping  the  promise  of  granting  freedom. 

The  last  war-time  declaration  was  issued  by  Colonel  Stanley  on  13 

July  1943: 

The  central  purpose  of  our  colonial  administration  has  often  been  pro¬ 
claimed.  It  has  been  called  the  doctrine  of  trusteeship,  although  I  think 
some  of  us  feel  now  that  the  word  “trusteeship”  is  rather  too  static  in  its 
connotation  and  that  we  should  prefer  to  combine  with  the  status  ot 
trustee  the  position  also  of  partner.®^  But  we  are  pledged  to  guide  colonia 
people  along  the  road  to  self-government  within  the  framework  of  the 
British  Empire.  We  are  pledged  to  build  up  their  social  and  economic 
institutions,  and  we  are  pledged  to  develop  their  natural  resources.  It  is 
no  part  of  our  policy  ...  to  grant  self-government  to  those  who  are  not 
yet  trained  in  its  use,  but  ...  it  is  up  to  us  to  see  that  circumstances  as 
soon  as  possible  justify  political  advances  and  to  ensure  that  as  quickly  as 
possible  people  are  trained  and  equipped  for  eventual  Self-Government. 
Therefore  the  real  test  of  sincerity  and  success  of  our  Colonial  policy  is 
twofold:  It  is  not  only  the  actual  political  advances  that  we  make,  but  it 
is  also,  and  I  think  more  important,  the  steps  that  we  are  taking,  economic 
and  social  as  well  as  political,  to  prepare  the  people  for  further  and  future 
responsibilities.®^ 
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At  another  point  in  his  speech  Stanley  also  spoke  of  seeing 

the  various  peoples  of  the  various  territories  develop  themselves  along  the 
lines  of  their  own  national  aptitude,  their  own  culture,  and  their  own 
tradition.'*^ 

This  much  quoted  statement  was  nothing  new.  It  merely  recapitulated 
what  Stanley’s  predecessors  had  said  and  what  the  political  writers  had 
put  forward  as  a  demand  for  the  post-war  era:  namely,  replacing  the 
concept  of  trusteeship  by  that  of  partnership®^;  the  need  for  economic 
and  social  aid  in  order  to  create  the  preconditions  for  self-government; 
dissociation  from  the  American  attitude  and  acknowledgement  of  the 
future  task  of  the  Empire®®  (so  the  aim  was  not  independence  but  self- 
government  within  the  Empire,  without  open  commitment  to  dominion 
status®®);  willingness  to  undertake  reforms— in  the  political  sphere  too— 
and  acceptance  of  decolonization,  although  with  a  paternalistic  undertone. 
It  is  worth  noting  how  the  notions  of  the  time  factor  had  changed  in 
comparison  with  1938:  at  that  time  the  colonial  minister  stressed  that 
decolonization  would  be  a  slow  process,  extending  over  generations  (cf. 
p.  85);  now,  in  1943,  the  process  was  to  be  speeded  up  and  to  proceed 
“as  quickly  as  possible”!  Britain  even  felt  obliged  to  create  the  precondi¬ 
tions,  i.e.  to  take  concrete  reform  measures  in  order  to  prepare  for  the 
transition  from  colonial  rule  to  self-government. 

The  government  did  not  stop  at  simple  statements.  During  the  war  it 
actually  tried  to  provide  evidence  of  the  reform  policy  it  had  announced.®^ 
Since  we  have  dealt  with  certain  territories  separately,  a  few  examples  will 
sufEce  here.  The  West  Indian  crisis  had  provoked  a  discussion  during  the 
late  1930s  which  was  followed  by  very  active  reform  efforts.  These  efforts 
were  chiefly  directed  at  breaking  through  the  economic,  social  and  politi¬ 
cal  stagnation  and  liberating  the  territories’  indigenous  energies  by  means 
of  outside  aid.  The  proposals  of  the  1938  West  India  Royal  Commission 
served  as  the  point  of  departure.®®  An  annual  credit  of  one  million 
pounds  was  granted  and  Sir  Frank  Stockdale  and  his  colleagues  were 
entrusted  with  economic  planning,  improving  agricultural  and  mining 
methods  and  developing  the  health  service,  housing  and  the  educational 
system.  Special  attention  was  paid  to  social  legislation  and  setting  up 
labour  departments,  and  the  union  movement  was  strongly  encouraged. 
The  unions,  which  had  remained  weak  until  the  disturbances  in  the  1930s, 
developed  rapidly  and  became  the  basis  of  new  parties;  in  Jamaica,  for 
instance,  their  membership  rose  from  1089  in  1938  to  57,000  in  1947.®® 
The  democratization  of  the  legislative  council  was  designed  to  make  it  less 
oligarchic  and  to  pave  the  way  to  self-government.  In  1944  Jamaica  ob¬ 
tained  general  franchise  and  semi-responsible  government  of  the  lines  of 
the  1931  Ceylon  constitution  (i.e.  a  committee  system  whose  chairmen 
became  ministers  and  took  over  executive  responsibility);  three  British  ex 
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ofEcio  officials  remained  in  office,  but  they  were  in  the  minority.  In  the 
1944  elections  Bustamente,  supported  by  the  sugar  industry  workers,  came 
to  power.  Reforms  followed  in  Trinidad,  Barbados  and  British  Guiana. 
Dominion  status,  however,  was  to  be  granted  not  to  the  individual  colonies 
but  to  a  West  Indian  federation,  which  finally  came  into  being  in  1958 
after  protracted  negotiations,  but  broke  up  again  in  1962.®®  London  was 
not  able  to  prevent  “Balkanization”  of  the  West  Indies. 

In  Asia,  the  discussion  naturally  centred  on  India,  since  the  Japanese- 
occupied  Malaya  and  Burma  did  not  seem  particularly  topical  at  first.  In 
1943,  however,  London  promised  Ceylon  “full  responsible  government” 
and  asked  the  Ceylonese  ministers  to  submit  their  own  proposals.  Britain 
had  realized  that  not  only  India,  but  Burma  and  Ceylon  too  would  have 
to  be  granted  dominion  status  after  the  war,  although  there  was  still  hope 
of  postponing  this  by  a  fairly  long  transitionary  period. 

In  Africa  reforms  concentrated  at  first  on  the  local  administration;  on 
the  Gold  Coast,  for  instance,  a  number  of  town  councils  obtained  African 
majorities.  In  addition,  in  September  1942  the  colonial  minister  issued  a 
directive  stating  that  a  greater  number  of  Africans  should  be  included  in 
the  higher  administrative  service.  For  the  first  two  Ghanaians— one 
of  whom  was  Busia,  the  well-known  sociologist  who  later  led  the  Ashanti 
opposition  against  Nkrumah— were  appointed  assistant  district  com¬ 
missioners;  two  Ghanaians  were  admitted  into  the  executive  council  for 
the  first  time.  Constitutional  changes  were  prepared  for  the  Gold  Coast 
and  Nigeria;  labour  departments  were  also  set  up  in  Africa  and  the  coali¬ 
tion  government,  presumably  under  pressure  from  the  Labour  party,  sent 
British  trade-unionists  to  help  develop  the  African  organizations.  Britain 
prepared  incisive  reforms  in  the  educational  system®^  where  it  was  obvious 
from  the  start  that  the  lower  grades  would  have  to  be  considerably  im¬ 
proved  and  that  the  mother  country  would  have  to  grant  substantial 
financial  assistance.  Secondary  education  was  to  be  organized  for  the  first 
time.  In  1945  a  commission  under  Judge  Asquith  published  a  report  on 
the  question  of  higher  education  in  the  colonies  which,  in  the  following 
years,  provided  the  guide-lines  for  the  actions  undertaken;  at  times  it  was 
even  used  in  the  independent  states.  A  special  commission  under  Elliot 
studied  African  universities  and  proposed  founding  a  number  of  African 
high  schools.®^  Temporary  association  with  London  University  was  to 
facilitate  their  development  and  ensure  an  educational  standard.  With 
remarkable  consistency,  the  report  stressed  that  the  development  of  uni¬ 
versities  was  inevitable  if  British  policy  aimed  at  self-government.  Local 
high  schools  were  given  precedence  as  being  the  “focus  of  the  intellectual 
self-expression  of  the  people”.  Here  again  the  difference  from  French 
concepts  becomes  clear.  Decolonization  was  not  to  lead  to  integration 
and  assimilation  but  to  self-government,  i.e.  the  colonies  should  become 
nations  on  the  basis  of  their  own  culture  and  traditions. 

The  policy  that  was  initiated  with  the  Colonial  Development  and 
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Welfare  Aet  of  1940  eome  to  fruition  during  the  war  because 

British  industry  had  to  adjust  itself  to  war  production  and  shipping  space 
was  scarce.  The  credits  granted  in  1940  were  not  all  spent.  But  a  dispatch 
in  June  194^  shows  how  the  Colonial  Office  tried  to  harmonize  the  mother 
country’s  war  requirements  with  the  interests  of  the  colonies.®^  The 
colonial  administrations  were  asked  to  limit  importation  of  vital  goods  as 
far  as  possible  by  restrictions  or  higher  duties.  But  these  measures,  above 
all  the  higher  duties,  were  aimed  at  the  well-to-do  classes,  not  least  the 
Europeans,  and  not  at  the  native  population.  In  fact,  everything  possible 
was  to  be  done  to  raise  the  natives’  shockingly  low  standard  of  living — 
even  during  the  war— in  spite  of  these  necessary  restrictions.  Firms  that 
needed  few  or  no  imported  goods  were  to  be  energetically  promoted. 
The  administration  was  to  plan  and  train  African  personnel;  London 
would  try  to  make  the  necessary  educational  facilities  available.  Also 
worth  noting  is  the  instruction  that  budget  surpluses  should  not  be 
remitted  to  London.  The  ministry  preferred  that  these  resources  be  re¬ 
tained  so  that  they  could  be  used  for  reconstruction  and  development  as 
soon  as  the  war  ended.  And  in  fact,  during  the  war  most  of  the  colonies 
managed  to  collect  quite  substantial  reserves  with  which  they  could 
finance  rapid  development  after  1945  and  which  could  even  help  them 
towards  independence. 

London  was  not  merely  content  with  the  creation  of  reserves.  It  was 
even  prepared  to  offer  a  considerably  larger  credit  than  what  it  had 
supplied  in  1940.  In  February  1945  Parliament  set  up  a  new  Colonial 
Development  and  Welfare  Fund  of  £120  million,  distributed  over  ten 
years;  of  this,  £23  million  were  reserved  for  research  and  higher  educa¬ 
tion.®^  By  these  measures  the  government  consented  to  the  proposals  of 
the  political  writers. 

So  even  during  the  war  the  British  Government  took  a  number  of  pre¬ 
cautions  to  help  the  Dependent  Empire  economically,  socially  and  even 
politically  on  the  road  to  self-government.  Some  of  the  measures  may 
seem  modest  and  even  heavy-handed  today,  particularly  the  Africanization 
of  the  administration.  Doubtless  Britain  had  realized  that  in  the  post¬ 
war  years  it  would  have  to  be  prepared  for  certain  radical  demands  from 
the  emancipation  movements  which  had  grown  very  strong  during  the 
war.  Yet  Britain  still  underestimated  the  strength  of  these  movements 
and  did  not  believe  that  they  might  one  day  exert  pressure,  or  that  time 
was  growing  short.  Evidently  the  promises  made  so  far  had  to  be  put  into 
practice  and  extended  if  they  were  to  be  continued  to  be  believed;  yet 
Britain  still  hesitated  to  include  the  term  “dominion  status”  or  even 
independence”  in  its  official  proclamations.  And  however  much  the 
politicians  and  publicists  pointed  out  the  importance  of  the  Empire  for 
Great  Britain,  the  average  voter  still  took  little  interest  in  colonial  ques¬ 
tions.  At  any  rate  neither  the  Gonservative  nor  the  Labour  candidates 
deemed  it  necessary  to  make  detailed  reference  to  imperial  issues  in  the 
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electoral  campaigns.®^  Yet  the  basis  had  been  ereated  for  a  post-war 
policy  that  was  very  different  from  the  passivity  of  previous  years,  and 
the  Labour  party  was  able  to  pursue  it  directly.  It  was  to  become  clear, 
however,  that  London  was  very  mistaken  in  assuming  that  there  was 
still  ample  time  for  reforms  and  that  the  promises  of  self-government 
would  not  have  to  be  honoured  until  the  distant  future.  The  programmes 
by  which  Great  Britain  gave  its  consent  to  decolonization  proved  valid, 
but  not  so  the  dates  and  time  lapses  that  were  counted  on.  Yet  London 
proved  sufficiently  adaptable  to  deal  with  this  changed  situation  too.  It 
altered  the  dates  it  had  fixed  and  curtailed  the  time  lapses  in  order  to 
conclude  the  transition  to  a  multi-racial  Commonwealth  without  bloody 
conflicts. 


THE  LABOUR  PARTY  DURING  AND  AFTER  THE  SECOND 

WORLD  WAR 


“What  is  the  long-term  policy?”  asked  Captain  Macdonald  during  the 
debate  on  the  colonies  on  24  June  1942.^ 

For  many  years  I  have  been  trying  to  find  out  the  long-term  policy  of  the 
Colonial  Office,  but  so  far  without  success.  .  .  .  We  want  a  new  conception 
of  Empire.  .  .  .  The  end  of  this  war  leads  to  demands  from  the  Colonial 
Empire,  or  from  some  parts  of  it,  for  greater  responsibility  and  a  greater 
voice  in  their  own  affairs. 

Arthur  Creech-Jones,  the  Labour  party  speaker  and  future  colonial 
minister,  added: 

Imperialism  of  the  old  order  passed,  toughest  perhaps  in  its  economic  grips. 

.  The  challenge  of  Russia,  the  renaissance  of  China,  the  demand  for 
independence  by  India,  are  all  symptomatic  of  the  ferment  that  is  going 
on  in  the  minds  of  men  the  world  over.  We  cannot  estimate  the  effects  of 
the  dynamics  of  new  political  ideas,  economic  doctrines  and  social  creeds 
on  the  Colonial  peoples  to-day.  .  .  .  Even  trusteeship  must  be  transformed 
into  a  positive  principle  of  cooperation  of  equals  in  the  forward  march 
of  men  ...  the  word  is  certainly  beginning  to  wear,  perhaps  because, 
besides  achievement,  it  has  been  associated  with  a  certain  amount  of  cant 
and  failure  to  fulfil  the  hopes  of  the  Colonial  peoples.  Nor  has  this  word 
“trusteeship”  the  same  meaning  everywhere.  It  is  irritating  in  some  places 
and  it  is  unpopular  in  others.  Lord  Hailey  has  admirably  expressed^  what 
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some  of  US  have  been  saying  for  a  long  time  on  this  matter.  Indeed  some 
of  us  want  a  new  relationship  with  the  Colonial  peoples  which  conveys 
the  idea  of  equality  and  fellowship,  the  idea  of  service  and  practical  as¬ 
sistance  and  which  expresses  it  in  dynamic  and  constructive  terms.  .  .  . 
We  must  formulate  a  positive  policy  in  place  of  a  weak  negative  one.^ 

We  have  shown  how  the  government  tried  to  accede  to  opposition 
demands.  Harold  Macmillan  was  aware  of  the  critical  objections  to 
trusteeship,  but  in  his  answer  to  the  reformers  he  did  not  make  any 
concrete  statements  nor  say  anything  really  new.  Now  we  may  ask 
whether  the  Labour  party  actually  managed  to  formulate  a  suitable 
“long-term  policy”  and  whether  it  implemented  this  policy  when  it 
came  into  office  after  the  war. 

Once  again  the  Fabian  Society  did  the  preparatory  work.  On  the 
recommendation  of  Rita  Hinden,  a  Fabian  Colonial  Bureau  was  formed 
in  October  1940  to  deal  with  practical  colonial  problems  and  to  establish 
the  guide-lines  of  post-war  Labour  policy.  Its  first  members  included 
Leonard  Woolf,  W.  M.  Macmillan,  Margery  Perham  and  Julian  Huxley; 
Arthur  Creech-Jones  was  chairman  and  Rita  Hinden  secretary.^  In 
the  Fabian  tradition,  the  discussion  was  led  and  the  proposals  were 
presented  by  experts  and  reformers  and  not  by  party  functionaries  or 
even  socialist  theoreticians.®  Memoranda  and  pamphlets  issued  by  the 
Bureau  were  intended  not  only  to  formulate  a  Labour  party  programme 
but  also  to  assist  the  parliamentarians,  to  prepare  material  for  questions 
in  the  House  of  Commons  and  to  promote  more  interest  in  imperial 
problems  among  the  members  of  Parliament  and  the  parties.  The  Fabian 
Society  also  acted  as  a  kind  of  pressure  group  within  the  Labour  party. 
The  Colonial  Bureau  established  contacts  with  colonial  emancipation 
movements;  in  addition  it  tried  to  make  contact  with  African  students 
in  London  and  formed  a  Nigerian  Committee  as  early  as  1941.  The 
Fabians  concern  was  focussed  primarily  on  Africa,  and  their  first  report 
was  Rita  Hinden’s  Plan  for  Africa. 

At  first,  the  colonial  question  remained  peripheral  to  Labour  party 
discussions.  The  1942  report.  The  Old  World  and  the  New  Society, 
for  which  Harold  Laski  was  responsible,  merely  reiterated  old  theories 
and  demands  without  clearly  formulating  any  political  aims.  During  the 
party  conference  the  M.P.  guest  requested  that  the  Labour  party  issue 
a  charter  of  freedom  for  the  colonial  peoples  which  would,  among 
other  things,  abolish  the  status  of  colony  and  set  up  a  council  of  colonial 
peoples  made  up  of  representatives  from  the  dependent  areas.®  A  resolu¬ 
tion  to  this  effect  was  eventually  accepted  during  the  next  year’s  con- 
Jorence,  but  it  was  not  taken  very  seriously  by  the  party  executive. 
Ihe  pamphlet  The  Colonies^  and  the  more  important  Fabian  Colonial 

tssays  published  in  1945  concentrated  on  practical  issues  and  offered 
no  new  ideas. 
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The  Fabians  pointed  out  that  while  the  British  public  was  on  the 
whole  indifferent  to  the  problems  of  the  colonies,  the  general  attitude 
was  liberal  and  there  was  a  desire  for  reform.  Still,  the  few  discussions 
in  Parliament  usually  took  place  before  empty  benches.  Even  the  Labour 
party  was  pretty  indifferent.®  One  heard  fewer  partisan  statements  from 
either  side:  the  Conservatives  spoke  less  frequently  of  “some  providential 
sacred  trust”,  while  the  Labour  party  restricted  itself  to  “uncritical 
denunciation  about  the  inequities  of  imperialism”.^®  Once  again  the 
Labour  party  dissociated  itself  from  doctrinaire  anti-colonialism. 

Labour  was  now  inclined  to  stress  the  new  situation  in  world  politics 
and  the  growth,  since  the  war,  of  emancipation  movements.  “A  world 
emerges  in  which  areas  hitherto  treated  as  ‘non-adult’  must  share  in  the 
general  life  of  mankind.”^^  They  spoke  of  the  dangers  inherent  in 
ignoring  nationalist  sentiments  and  the  increasing  feeling  of  frustration 
becoming  apparent  among  the  emerging  nationalist  61ite,^^  and  stressed 
the  dangers  of  racial  discrimination.  The  party  said  it  would  take  care  to 
involve  representatives  of  the  nationalist  opposition  in  future  planning 
and  work  out  reforms  in  collaboration  with  them.  “Let  them  feel  that 
it  is  a  war  of  liberation,  the  travail  of  the  world  for  a  new  order. 

The  Atlantic  Charter  and  American  anti-colonialism  gave  new  impetus 
to  Labour’s  demand  to  internationalize  the  colonial  question.  Naturally, 
the  party  did  not  agree  with  Churchill’s  views.^^  By  contrast  with  the 
Conservatives,  the  Labour  party  welcomed  an  extension  of  the  League 
of  Nations  mandate  system  and  accepted  a  resolution  to  this  effect  at  the 
1943  party  conference.^®  However,  its  hopes  were  dashed  in  1953  when 
former  colonial  minister  Creech-Jones  sharply  criticized  the  Lf.N.  Trustee¬ 
ship  Council.^®  In  addition  to  internationalization,  the  party  also  sug¬ 
gested  proclaiming  a  specifically  British  colonial  charter  to  supplement 
the  Atlantic  Charter  in  order  to  convince  world  opinion  and  the  colonial 
peoples  of  the  sincerity  of  Britain’s  intention  to  decolonize  and  to  set 
down  finally  the  policy  that  was  to  be  pursued.^^  The  Liberal  party  sup¬ 
ported  the  proposal  and  Lord  Hailey  approved  it,  at  least  in  part.^®  Such 
a  declaration  would  no  doubt  have  had  considerable  effect,  but  critics 
rightly  pointed  out  that  the  general  outline  of  the  charter  had  already 
been  included  in  government  statements  and  that  fuller  details  or  even 
a  definite  timetable  could  not  be  given  because  of  the  great  differences 
among  the  colonies. 

India  and  Ceylon,  which,  along  with  Malta,  had  been  considere 
ready  for  self-government  in  1939,  were  now  joined  by  Burma  and  the 
West  Indies  and,  particularly,  Jamaica;  in  these  cases  the  Labour  par^ 
defined  self-government  as  dominion  status.  There  were  isolated  denian  s 
that  Britain  return  Hong  Kong  to  China  and  Cyprus  to  Greece.  In 
Asia  the  granting  of  dominion  status  seemed  to  have  solved  many  problems 
and  interest  in  the  area  decreased  greatly.  In  India  the  Labour  party, 
based  on  Cripps’  proposals,  demanded  new  negotiations.  In  Africa,  it 
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said,  there  would  have  to  be  rather  long  transitional  stages^®  and  it  was 
Britain’s  duty  to  see  them  through 

Naturally  the  Labour  party  joined  in  the  criticism  of  Indirect  Rule, 
which  it  interpreted  as  anti-democratic  in  its  methods.  Woolf  said  it  was 

a  powerful  instrument  of  policy  for  those  who  hold  that  the  African  is 

incapable  of  democratic  Self-Government  of  the  western  type.^^ 

He  said  it  had  prevented  the  rise  of  Elites  capable  of  government,  and 
had  artificially  dissociated  the  native  authorities  from  the  central  govern¬ 
ment  instead  of  building  up  a  democratic  form  of  self-government  from 
below.  Modern  local  government  was  just  as  necessary  as  a  more  rapid 
transition  in  the  legislative  council  from  appointed  and  official  members 
to  elected  members.^^  The  Labour  government  was  to  follow  these 
principles  in  1945. 

The  Labour  party  was  particularly  concerned  with  the  multi-racial 
colonies— Malaya  and  Guiana  as  well  as  Kenya.  It  said  that  both  the 
homogeneity  of  the  people  and  sympathy  with  the  minorities  must  be 
consciously  promoted;  separate  electoral  bodies  were  no  solution,  even 
reserved  seats  in  Parliament  would  be  preferable.  The  Fabian  Society 
sharply  criticized  the  settlers  in  Kenya  and  demanded  the  inclusion  of 
Africans  in  the  legislative  and  executive  councils,  transition  to  the  common 
roll  and  the  abolishment  of  the  highland  reservation.^^  The  Labour 
party  endorsed  the  concept  of  partnership,  asserting  that  democratization 
would  lead  to  an  increasingly  greater  balance  in  favour  of  the  Africans; 
by  force  of  necessity,  the  party  aimed  its  policies  at  the  African  majority, 
but  avoided  saying  so  openly!  Its  colonial  experts  knew  that  Kenya  and 
Rhodesia  would  be  the  “test-cases”  of  British  post-war  policy,  but  did  not 
consider  it  necessary  as  yet  to  come  to  any  final  decisions;  even  in 
1950  colonial  minister  Creech-Jones  said:  “As  yet  the  issues  of  majority 
rule  or  ultimate  independence  are  almost  irrelevant.”^® 

There  was,  of  course,  detailed  discussion  of  economic  and  social  ques¬ 
tions  as  well  as  renewed  attacks  on  the  land  policy  of  the  settlers  in 
East  Africa  and  on  the  enormous  profits  made  by  certain  mining  concerns. 
Nationalization  was  considered  inevitable;  the  development  of  unions 
and  co-operative  societies  and  a  rapid  extension  of  the  educational 
system  were  absolutely  necessary,  in  addition  to  better  planning  in  all 
areas.  For  this,  the  colonies  would  require  direct  financial  assistance  from 
the  mother  country;  the  1940  Colonial  Development  Act  would  have 
to  be  extended.  The  party’s  attitude  on  this  question  had  changed 
noticeably.  It  did  not  even  place  restrictions  on  local  industry  and  in  the 
following  years  it  was  Conservative  parliamentarians  rather  than  Labour 
who  were  to  warn  against  industrializing  too  quickly.  .This  change  of 
position  can  be  explained  in  part  by  the  disappearance  of  unemployment 
in  Britain  during  and  after  the  war. 
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The  Labour  party  strongly  supported  the  Commonwealth  and  countered 
American  criticism  as  vehemently  as  the  Conservatives.  In  1943  Herbert 
Morrison,  a  minister  in  the  War  Cabinet,  took  a  very  pointed  stand, 
asserting  that  the  Commonwealth  was  not  just  a  British  concern  but 
served  as  a  stabilizing  factor  throughout  the  world.^® 

The  growth  of  that  association  is  a  model  for  a  world  long  afflicted  by 
problems  arising  from  the  unequal  development  of  different  lands  and 
peoples. 

Each  dominion  had  begun  as  a  dependency  and  had  then  moved  on  to 
full  freedom.  Dominion  status  meant  that  decolonization  had  been 
achieved;  “freedom  and  independence”  were  a  reality  and  the  United 
States  must  finally  realize  this!  Addressing  himself  to  America,  the  socialist 
Morrison  even  judged  past  British  colonial  policy  in  a  surprisingly  positive 
way: 

On  the  whole,  and  with  some  exceptions,  I  would  credit  us  with  a  human, 
decent,  fair-minded  attitude  towards  the  less  advanced  peoples  in  our 
charge. 

The  earlier  idea  of  an  autarchic  Empire  had  proved  itself  an  illusion,  he 
said,  and,  taking  the  long  view,  the  British  system  certainly  pursued  the 

interests  of  the  international  family  of  man.  . 

The  Labour  party  certainly  could  not  boast  of  originality  m  its 
conception  of  decolonization,  and  few  new  ideas  came  to  light  in  later 
years  .27  Doctrinaire  theories  were  less  in  evidence  than  m  the  pre-war 
years,  but  there  was  increasing  interest  in  the  practical  problems  of  t  e 
individual  colonies.  During  and  after  the  First  World  War  the  representa¬ 
tives  of  proconsular  imperialism  were  clearly  set  apart  from  certain  socialists 
with  their  Marxist-based  anti-colonialism;  but  in  the  Second  World  War 
the  positions  began  to  come  closer.  The  difference  between  Conservatives 
and  Labourites  lay  less  in  specific  theories  and  demands  than  in  the 
divergence  of  “attitude”.  Still,  these  different  attitudes  led  to  similar 
conclusions.  While  the  Conservatives  more  or  less  reluctantly  agreed  to 
concessions  and  reforms,  the  Labour  party  found  itself  forced  to  give  up 
its  theoretical  positions  and  to  accept  gradual  decolonizabon.  Labour 
wanted  to  demonstrate  its  eagerness  to  reform,  but  it  too  had  under¬ 
estimated  the  strength  of  the  emancipation  movements  and  had  reckoned 
with  longer  transitionary  stages  than  were  really  possible. 

In  the  final  chapter  of  her  book  Empire  and  After,  published  in  1949, 
Rita  Hinden  described  the  dilemma  facing  the  reformers  and  the  Labour 
party.  Even  with  the  best  intentions  self-government  could  not  be  granted 
at  once,  she  said,  because  the  foundation  was  still  too  weak,  and  be¬ 
cause  the  minorities  still  had  to  be  protected  and  national  unities  to  be 
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maintained;  and  on  the  other  hand,  the  opposition  was  pressing  its 
claims  and  refusing  to  co-operate.  Rita  Hinden  rejected  the  determination 
of  fixed  time-limits,  although  her  arguments  were  not  very  convincing.^® 
In  the  Philippines  this  policy  had  proved  rather  successful  and  it  was 
obviously  worth  debating  whether  it  could  not  prove  useful  in  Africa 
as  well,  in  that  it  would  calm  the  suspicions  of  the  nationalist  opposition 
and  induce  the  administration  to  hasten  the  inclusion  of  Africans  into 
its  ranks.  Rita  Hinden  proposed  mixed  councils  so  the  next  reforms 
and  constitutional  changes  could  be  negotiated  in  collaboration  with 
African  representatives.  Around  1948  the  Labour  government  took  this 
step— first  in  West  Africa,  later  in  East  Africa. 

When  the  Labour  party  came  into  office  in  1945  it  took  an  active 
interest  in  colonial  affairs.  The  Colonial  Office  increased  its  personnel 
and  greatly  expanded  its  technical  and  economic  departments.  It  pro¬ 
moted  education,  and  students  from  the  colonies  were  given  grants  to 
study  in  Britain;  it  also  stepped  up  its  social  policy  and  supported  the 
trade-union  movement.  A  conference  of  African  representatives  of  colonial 
legislative  councils  held  in  September  1948  is  evidence  of  the  desire  to 
collaborate;  the  conference  aimed  at  establishing  personal  contacts  and 
informing  the  administration  of  practical  colonial  problems.  The  focal 
point  of  the  discussion  was  reform  in  local  government  (cf.  pp.  215-16) .  As 
a  result  of  the  conference,  a  large  number  of  colonial  constitutions  were 
revised,  and  in  the  years  to  come  the  party  could  point  to  the  reforms  it 
had  initiated.^®  Still,  it  is  clear  that  any  decisive  steps  were  not  taken 
on  the  party’s  own  initiative  nor  according  to  a  “plan”;  rather  they  were 
an  answer  to  nationalist  demands  and  a  means  of  avoiding  open  conflict. 
This  was  very  apparent  in  the  case  of  Burma.  Here,  the  Labour  govern¬ 
ment  had  no  ideas  of  its  own  and  took  over  the  coalition  government’s 
White  Paper.  It  was  Lord  Mountbatten  who  finally  persuaded  the  prime 
minister,  Attlee,  to  take  action.  Similarly,  on  the  Gold  Coast,  the  Labour 
government  enforced  the  constitution  prepared  in  1944  and  tried  to 
promote  local  government.®”  But  it  did  not  grant  responsible  government 
until  the  disturbances  in  1948.  In  areas  where  emancipation  movements 
were  still  weak  and  unable  to  pressure  the  administration,  the  Labour 
government’s  reforms  remained  modest.  In  Kenya,  for  example.  Gov¬ 
ernor  Sir  Philip  Mitchell,  a  former  colleague  of  Donald  Cameron’s, 
managed  after  difficult  negotiations  to  open  a  new  legislative  council  in 
which  the  unofficial  majority  of  the  “coloureds”  gave  a  parity  to  the 
Europeans  (four  appointed  Africans  represented  the  natives);  but  the 
attempt  to  bring  the  racial  communities  together  in  this  way  failed 
because  the  whites,  with  some  exceptions,  opposed  it  while  Mau  Mau 
terrorism  began  to  take  effect  on  the  African  side.®^ 

There  were  also  some  serious  miscalculations,  such  as  the  deposing  of 
chief  Seretse  Khama  of  Bechuanaland  in  1950,  quite  apart  from  the 
preparations  for  a  Rhodesian  federation.  In  spite  of  some  worth-while 
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attempts,  there  was  a  distinet  dichotomy  between  Labour’s  pronounce¬ 
ments  while  it  was  in  opposition  and  its  cautious  actions  when  it  came 
into  office!  The  Conservatives,  above  all  the  diehards,  accused  the  Labour 
government  of  liquidating  the  Empire;  at  the  same  time  the  left  wing 
urged  more  rapid  decolonization.  Creech-Jones  was  reproached  with  the 
fact  that  there  was  small  difference  between  the  policies  of  the  Labour 
government  and  those  of  the  coalition  government  during  the  war.®^ 
When  Herbert  Morrison  declared  early  in  1946  that  “we  are  great  friends 
of  the  jolly  old  Empire  and  are  going  to  stick  to  it”,  the  Fabian  Colonial 
Bureau  objected  to  these  “tactless”  words.®®  The  journal  Empire  pub¬ 
lished  by  the  Bureau  in  the  summer  of  1946  defended  the  government 
and  did  not  dispute  the  Colonial  OEce’s  desire  for  reform.  It  pointed  to 
no  new  paths,  however,  merely  stating  that  the  Labour  government  should 
declare  that  all  peoples  had  a  right  to  self-determination  and  that  it 
should  call  a  constituent  assembly.®*  Harold  Laski,  by  contrast,  praised 
Creech-Jones  and  pointed  out  to  the  Americans  in  1947  that  no  African 
colony  was  as  yet  ready  for  self-government.®®  In  the  1950s  the  left-wing 
Labour  M.P.  Fenner  Brockway  formed  the  Movement  for  Colonial  Free¬ 
dom.  Many  of  the  unions  and  local  party  organizations  belonged  to  it, 
as  well  as  about  a  hundred  parliamentarians,  and  it  introduced  numerous 
questions  in  the  House  of  Commons  and  even  organized  protest  dem¬ 
onstrations.®®  The  Communists,  predictably,  spoke  of  the  Labour  party’s 
“colonial  imperialism”.®^ 

The  Labour  government  certainly  did  not  force  the  process  of  de¬ 
colonization.  It  had  no  definite  plan,  nor  did  it  force  the  transition  to 
a  multi-racial  Commonwealth  against  internal  British  resistance.  Instead, 
its  historical  importance  lies  in  the  fact  that  it  was  prepared  to  accept 
the  colonial  emancipation  movements  and  often  tried  to  establish  a  new 
basis  of  trust  with  the  nationalist  opposition.  At  the  critical  moment  it 
did  not  hesitate  to  make  important  decisions,  as  in  India,  Burma  and 
West  Africa.  It  is  doubtful  whether  a  Conservative  government  under 
Winston  Churchill  would  have  been  able  to  avoid  bloody  conflicts.  In 
the  extremely  tense  situation  in  India  and  Burma,  and  in  the  Gold  Coast 
and  Nigeria  after  1948,  real  unrest  would  have  made  “police  action” 
necessary  and  this  could  easily  have  led  to  further  intervention  and 
have  prevented  a  timely  withdrawal  for  reasons  of  prestige. 

In  1951  the  Conservative  government  could  not  go  back  on  the  de¬ 
cisions  that  had  already  been  made  and  therefore  had  to  continue  along 
the  lines  of  Labour  policy.  Although  the  Conservatives  might  still  have 
been  willing  to  resist  the  trend  towards  dissociation  in  Asia  in  1945-1947, 
in  1951  they  were  no  longer  prepared  for  military  intervention  in  West 
Africa.  But  East  Africa  was  not  yet  a  “topical”  area.  The  diehards  did 
not  have  an  opportunity  until  the  late  1950s  to  exert  their  not  incon¬ 
siderable  influence  against  “over-hasty”  decolonization  in  East  Africa. 
Until  then,  the  world  situation  and  the  new  problems  of  a  multi-racial 
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Commonwealth  made  themselves  felt  to  sueh  an  extent  that  Prime 
Minister  Macmillan  was  forced  to  adapt  himself  to  the  “wind  of  change” 
and  to  speed  up  withdrawal  from  East  Africa. 

We  must  mention  here  briefly  the  Labour  government’s  economic 
policy.  During  the  war  people  became  generally  aware  of  the  pressing 
tasks  facing  Great  Britain  in  the  colonies  and  realized  that  they  could 
not  be  accomplished  without  direct  credits  from  the  mother  country. 
The  coalition  government  had  already  approved  an  extended  Colonial 
Development  and  Welfare  Fund.  Plans  for  colonial  development  had  been 
prepared  during  the  war  and  in  1948  the  Colonial  OfEce  had  consented 
to  seventeen  ten-year  programmes  for  the  colonies  at  a  probable  cost  of 
£180  million;  of  this,  £59  million  were  to  come  from  the  British 
budget,  the  rest  from  loans  and  the  colonies’  ovm  resources.  Eighty-two 
million  pounds  were  set  aside  for  developing  the  social  services.®®  At 
the  end  of  the  war,  numerous  restrictions  were  suspended  and  the  road 
seemed  clear  for  the  policy  of  development  announced  long  before. 

New  and  unexpected  difficulties  arose,  however.  Britain  itself  needed 
time  for  economic  recovery,  so  there  was  little  money  for  investment 
overseas.  But  even  more  important.  Great  Britain  was  extremely  short 
of  dollars,  and  of  raw  materials  and  certain  foods.  Since  it  seemed  either 
impossible  or  impractical  to  buy  the  latter  from  dollar-bloc  countries,  it 
was  obviously  desirable  to  forcibly  increase  agriculture  and  mining  within 
the  Empire,  i.e.  in  the  sterling  zone.  Under  the  Labour  government’s 
austerity  policy  the  colonies  were  turned  into  “dollar  earners”  and  their 
production  had  to  be  increased  as  rapidly  as  possible  to  overcome  the 
crisis  at  home.  Even  Sir  Stafford  Cripps,  who  was  formerly  left-wing 
and  very  anti-imperialist,  stressed  the  urgency  of  developing  African  re¬ 
sources.  At  a  governors’  conference  in  November  1947  he  said: 

whole  future  of  the  sterling  group  and  its  ability  to  survive  depends 
in  my  view  upon  a  quick  and  extensive  development  of  our  African 
resources.®® 

British  interest  in  the  colonies  was  concentrated  to  a  striking  degree  on 
the  colonies’  contribution  to  overcoming  the  “dollar  shortage”.^®  The 
foreign  minister  Ernest  Bevin  bluntly  declared: 

I  am  not  prepared  to  sacrifice  the  British  Empire,  because  I  know  that 
if  the  Bribsh  Empire  fell  ...  it  would  mean  that  the  standard  of  life  of 
our  constituents  [!]  would  fall  considerably 

Bevin,  a  former  trade-union  leader,  was  thus  adopting  Joseph  Cham¬ 
berlain’s  arguments:  without  the  Empire  the  standard  of  living  of  the 
British  masses  would  decline!  It  is  not  surprising  that  the  conservative 
press  also  called  for  “dollars  from  Africa”,^®  but  until  then  the  Labour 
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party  had  considered  this  particular  call  for  exploitation  of  colonial 
resources  in  the  interests  of  the  mother  country  as  the  essenee  of  im¬ 
perialist  capitalist  economic  policy.  “This  world’s  need  beeame  the  eo- 
lonial  Empire’s  opportunity”^^  was  not  an  inaecurate  formula  in  itself, 
however;  it  applied  to  the  war-time  and  post-war  situation  in  so  far  as 
relatively  high  prices  were  being  paid  and  the  mother  eountry  had  de¬ 
clared  itself  willing  to  invest  large  sums  in  the  colonies  of  its  own 
initiative.  But  this  formula  presupposed  a  complementary  relationship 
between  home  and  eolonial  needs  which  certainly  did  not  exist  in  such 
a  simplified  form.^^  This  so-ealled  eommon  interest  was  part  of  the 
“imperialist”  argument;  the  reformers  and  soeialists  in  partieular  rejeeted 
it  beeause  it  required  a  one-sided  coneentration  on  export  produetion 
and  would  result  in  the  eolonies  being  dependent  on  overseas  suppliers 
for  many  vital  goods.  How,  they  asked,  eould  the  economic  and  social 
self-sufficiency  of  the  different  eolonies — the  precondition  for  self-gov¬ 
ernment — which  had  been  promised  so  often,  be  achieved  if  their  eeo- 
nomic  development  was  based  on  the  dollar  balance  and  the  needs  of 
the  mother  eountry? 

The  mueh  cited,  so-ealled  groundnut  scheme  in  Tanganyika  provides 
an  example.  In  order  to  overeome  the  aeute  scareity  of  fat  in  Great 
Britain,  the  United  Afriea  Company,  a  branch  of  Unilever,  had  pro¬ 
duced  a  large-scale  plan:  more  than  two  million  hectares  of  land  in  the 
Tanganyikan  hinterland  was  to  be  eleared,  freed  of  tsetse  fly,  irrigated 
and  proteeted  against  soil  erosion  in  order  to  allow  for  the  ^tensive 
cultivation,  with  the  help  of  maehines,  of  groundnuts.  This  projeet  was 
submitted  to  the  state^®  and  approved  and  in  1947  parliamentary  resolu¬ 
tion  created  the  Overseas  Food  Corporation,  which  was  to  be  finaneed 
and  controlled  by  the  state,  in  order  to  put  the  plan  into  praetice  arid 
prepare  further  enterprises.^®  Immense  sums  were  invested,  but  the  di  - 
fieulties  were  much  greater  than  expected  and  the  projeet  failed.  In  any 
ease,  the  shortage  of  fat  passed  by  itself.  But  even  if  it  had  been  suceess- 
ful,  the  project  would  have  benefited  the  mother  eountry  prineipally. 
This  kind  of  eoncentrated  investment  would  also  have  been  m  open 
contradietion  to  deelared  Labour  party  prineiples.  Naturally,  the  failure 
of  the  groundnuts  scheme  served  the  Conservatives  as  proof  of  the  failure 

of  state  enterprise.  ^ 

It  would  be  wrong,  however,  to  judge  the  Labour  party  s  poliey  o 
development  and  investment  aeeording  to  the  groundnut  project  alone. 
Although  home  needs  easily  took  precedence  in  the  critical  post-war 
years,  the  credits  of  the  Colonial  Development  and  Welfare  Fund  were 
used  for  a  variety  of  projeets  and  gave  the  colonial  economy  useful 
impetus.  A  substantial  portion  of  the  fund  was  used  for  welfare  , 
partieularly  education.  In  the  February  1945  parliamentary  debate  Creech- 
Jones,  in  sharp  reply  to  American  criticism,  presented  the  new  plan^  as 
an  instrument  whereby  Britain  was  eonsciously  liquidating  the  Empire, 
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since  it  was  giving  the  colonies  the  opportunity  to  stand  on  their  own 
feet.^^  This  sounded  rather  much  like  self-praise,  but  to  a  certain  extent 
it  was  true.  The  credits  from  the  mother  country’s  budget,  which  began 
rather  modestly  in  1929,  were  increased  in  1940  and  reached  a  considera¬ 
ble  figure  after  1945;  they  certainly  paved  the  way  to  independence  for 
the  colonies  and  led  to  a  more  rapid  decolonization. 


INDIA  ON  THE  ROAD  TO  INDEPENDENCE,  1939-1947 


The  Second  World  War,  like  the  first,  gave  great  impetus  to  the  de¬ 
colonization  of  India,  although  the  change  in  policy  which  this  entailed 
was  less  radical  than  in  Indochina  and  the  Dutch  Indies.  The  1935 
India  Act  mapped  out  the  road  that  would  eventually  lead  to  dominion 
status.  The  combination  of  Indian  administration  in  the  provinces  and 
British  administration  in  the  centre  led  to  difficulties  which  could  have 
ended  in  new  disturbances,  arrests,  agitation  and  negotiations,  without 
bringing  about  a  rapid  end  of  the  British  raj.  The  war  created  a  new 
situation.  Great  Britain  did  not  entirely  forefeit  its  colonial  power,  as 
France  and  the  Netherlands  had  done,  nor  was  India  occupied,  as 
Singapore  and  Burma  were,  by  Japan.  But  Europe’s  precarious  position 
and  Japan’s  frightening  advance  enabled  Indian  nationalists  to  press 
their  claims  for  independence  and  forced  London  to  make  new  con¬ 
cessions.  British  promises  during  the  war  did  not  satisfy  the  Indians,  yet 
they  went  further  than  earlier  concessions  and  had  to  be  observed  when 
the  war  was  over. 

The  British  discussion  on  India  during  and  immediately  after  the  war 
is  similar  to  that  around  1930.  The  question  of  “timing”  was  still  being 
debated,  and  the  communal  question,  i.e.  the  increasingly  embittered 
conflict  between  the  Congress  party  and  the  Muslim  League,  became 
the  focus  of  the  discussion  both  in  India  and  in  England. 

Soon  after  Britain  declared  war  on  Germany,  on  3  September  1939, 
Viceroy  Linlithgow  declared  that  India  was  in  a  state  of  war.  Since  India 
was  not  yet  a  full  dominion,  the  king  of  England’s  declaration  of  war 
automatically  applied  to  India  too.  The  arrogance  of  the  British  rulers 
and  their  rather  “dusty”  conviction  that  the  “good  people  of  India”  were 
loyally  behind  the  mother  country  in  its  fight  for  freedom,  took  precedence 
over  what  would  have  been  the  more  tactful  proposal  of  first  consulting 
with  important  Indians  such  as  Gandhi  and  Nehru,  and  making  some 
attempt  to  organize  a  common  front  “against  fascism”.  In  fact  the  Con- 
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gress  was  highly  critical  of  Germany’s  policy  of  aggression  and  certainly 
did  not  intend  to  ruthlessly  exploit  the  mother  country’s  distress;  but  the 
viceroy’s  attitude  gave  it  cause  for  protesting  Britain’s  actions  and  mak¬ 
ing  counter-demands.  The  Congress  said  that  India  could  take  active 
part  in  the  war  only  as  a  fully  recognized  partner.  London  must,  there¬ 
fore,  immediately  proclaim  India’s  independence  and  replace  the  vice¬ 
roy’s  executive  council  by  a  national  Indian  government  responsible  to  an 
Indian  parliament.  Tire  army,  however,  could  remain  under  British  com¬ 
mand.^ 

London  was  not  prepared  to  agree.  Both  the  Conservatives,  who 
dominated  the  coalition  government,  and  even  the  Labour  party  thought 
it  inexpedient  to  surrender  their  rule;  they  did  not  trust  the  Indians  with 
actively  co-operating  in  the  British  war  effort  and  were  convinced  that 
control  over  the  Indian  army  also  implied  direct  control  over  the  ad¬ 
ministration.  So  the  rather  vague  and  and  inconclusive  statement  issued 
by  the  viceroy  on  18  October  1939  merely  said  that  the  aim  of  British 
policy  was  “that  India  may  attain  its  due  place  among  our  Dominions”. 
After  the  war,  the  government  would  be  prepared  to  discuss  constitutional 
changes  “in  the  hope  of  contributing  to  the  ordered  and  harmonious 
progress  of  India  towards  her  goal”;  the  minority  groups  would  receive 
special  attention.^  The  viceroy  agreed  that  the  1935  India  Act  needed  to 
be  revised  and  promised  a  kind  of  round-table,  but  carefully  refrained  from 
stating  that  the  aim  of  these  negotiations  was  dominion  status.  There 
was  no  mention  of  a  constitutional  assembly  such  as  the  Indians  de¬ 
manded.  But  in  the  following  months  London  went  a  step  further  and 
defined  dominion  status  for  India  in  such  a  way,  using  the  term  full 
dominion  status”,  that  India  was  officially  equated  with  the  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Commonwealth.®  A  new  declaration  on  8  August  1940  went 
further  than  the  one  of  October  1939  and  made  the  concrete  proposal 
that  Indian  representatives  should  join  the  executive  council  to  form  an 
advisory  war  council.  After  the  war,  the  new  constitution  “should  be 
primarily  the  responsibility  of  the  Indians  themselves”  and  not,  as  hitherto, 
more  or  less  imposed  from  above.  But  there  could  be  no  question  of  a 
transfer  of  power  unless  this  constitution  was  supported  by  the  large 
communities,  i.e.  the  Hindus  and  Muslims  or  the  Congress  party  and 
the  Muslim  League.^ 

This  was  the  position  the  British  Government  took  between  1939 
1941.  At  this  stage  it  refused  to  issue  any  declarations  on  the  independence 
of  India  or  its  sovereign  rights  and  did  not  want  to  discuss  constitutional 
changes  until  after  the  war  or  to  fix  any  definite  time  limits.  London  re¬ 
plied  to  Indian  demands  by  saying  that  the  Indians  must  make  their 
own  suggestions  and  that  it  was  primarily  their  own  business  to  work  out 
their  constitution.  The  Indians  had  to  agree  among  themselves  before 
London  could  hand  over  its  powers  to  them.®  This  was  a  sensible 
attitude  and  it  seemed  like  an  acknowledgement  of  India’s  sovereignty. 
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It  was,  of  course,  to  Britain’s  advantage,  since  it  transferred  the  solution 
of  major  diflEeulties  to  India  without  Britain  losing  its  own  say.  More¬ 
over,  London  was  well  aware  of  the  tensions  existing  between  the  Hindu 
and  Muslim  communities  and  assumed  that  agreement  would  not  be 
reached  in  the  near  future! 

There  were  some  differences  of  opinion  between  the  Conservatives  and 
Labourites.  The  latter  reproached  the  government  with  proceeding  too 
slowly,  held  it  responsible  for  the  “deadlock”  and  challenged  it  to  win 
the  Indians’  trust  by  showing  its  readiness  to  make  concessions.  But  the 
Labour  party  made  no  real  new  proposals  and  agreed  that  it  was  im¬ 
possible  to  hand  over  effeetive  control  before  the  end  of  the  war.  In 
contrast  to  the  Conservatives,  however,  the  Labour  party,  particularly  the 
left  wing,  wanted  to  accept  the  Congress  party  of  Gandhi  and  Nehru 
as  the  sole  spokesman  for  the  Indian  nationalist  movement,  and  not 
just  as  the  voice  of  the  Hindus.  In  October  1939  Sir  Stafford  Cripps 
demanded  new  elections,  to  be  followed  by  the  formation  of  a  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  “majority  parties”,  of  the  Congress  party  in  effect.®  In  August 
1940  Sorensen  said  the  same:  the  rights  of  the  minority  groups  must  be 
recognized,  but  it  was  undemocratie  to  give  them  a  kind  of  veto  right. 

The  majority  party  must  govern,”  he  said,  and,  characteristieally,  ascribed 
feudalist  and  fascist  tendencies  to  the  Muslim  League,  although  he  did 
not  mention  it  by  name.'^  At  the  1941  party  eonference,  the  M.P.  Gordon 
MacDonald  played  off  the  Muslims,  whom  he  ealled  “a  very  small 
minority  in  India”  [I],  against  the  Congress  party  which  represented 
the  “sentiments  of  India”.®  Some  of  the  leading  Labour  members  had 
personal  relations  with  Congress  party  politicians  and  naturally  more 
sympathy  with  Nehru’s  democratic  and  socialist  pronouncements  than 
with  the  religious  beliefs  and  conservative  tendencies  of  the  Muslim 
League.  Perhaps  the  left  wing  suspected  the  government  and  the  Con¬ 
servatives  of  pla3dng  for  time,  but  they  were  oversimplifying  matters  and 
underestimating  the  strength  of  the  “communal”  rivalries  and  the  role 
of  the  Muslim  League.  However,  party  leader  Attlee,  as  a  member  of 
the  governinent,  was  forced  to  admit  Amer/s  honesty  and  pointed  out 
the  difficulties  facing  London  because  of  the  Congress.® 

On  the  other  hand  the  Conservatives’  spokesmen  pointed  to  the  gov¬ 
ernment’s  liberal  pronouneements  and  its  readiness  to  start  fresh  negotia¬ 
tions  after  the  war;  they  also  recalled  that  it  was  the  traditional  duty  of  an 
imperialist  power  to  ensure  the  rights  of  the  minorities  and  of  the  princes. 
As  an  example  we  quote  the  reply  of  Samuel  Hoare,  the  Lord  Privy 
Seal,  to  a  critieism  by  Wedgwood  Benn: 

It  is  these  divisions  that  have  made  so  difficult  the  task  of  setting  up 
responsible  Government  at  the  Centre  and  achievement  of  the  great  ideal 
of  an  All-India  Federation.  The  Princes  are  afraid  of  domination  by 
British  India;  Muslims  are  firmly  opposed  to  a  Hindu  majority  at  the 
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Centre;  the  Depressed  Classes  and  other  minorities  genuinely  believe  that 
responsible  Government  dependent  upon  a  Hindu  majority,  will  sacrifice 
their  interests.  These  anxieties  still  exist.  I  wish  that  they  did  not.  But  as 
long  as  they  exist  it  is  impossible  for  the  Government  to  accept  a  demand 
for  immediate  and  full  responsibility  at  the  centre  on  a  particular  date.^® 

This  sense  of  imperial  responsibility  must  be  taken  seriously,  despite  the 
underlying  tactical  motive  of  laying  the  blame  on  the  Indians  in  order 
to  gain  time.  The  Conservatives’  old  dislike  of  the  Congress  also  played 
a  certain  part,  particularly  since  the  Muslim  League  was  more  willing  to 
support  the  British  war  effort  than  the  Congress  party  was.  The  Muslim 
League  opposed  the  Congress’  policy  of  non-co-operation  and,  after  the 
exclusion  of  the  Congress  from  the  provincial  governments  in  October 
1939,  could  command  a  great  deal  of  consideration.  Amery  also  used  the 
argument  about  Indian  unity;  if  Great  Britain  wanted  to  release  the  sub¬ 
continent  as  a  unit  from  imperial  control,  a  transfer  of  power  before 
agreement  had  been  reached  among  the  communities  would  endanger 
this  unity  and  provoke  civil  war.^^ 

Various  concepts  of  democracy  were  voiced  during  this  discussion. 
The  Congress  party  wanted  a  simple  majority  system  (universal  franchise 
without  separate  electoral  colleges,  proportional  representation  in  a  con¬ 
stitutional  assembly,  etc.);  the  Labour  party  tended  towards  the  same 
principle.  But  Amery,  speaking  for  the  government  and  the  Conservatives, 
tried  to  establish  that  consensus  was  “the  foundation  of  all  free  gov¬ 
ernment,  of  all  democracy”.  He  said  that  majority  decisions  were  not 
the  essence  but  only  a  practical  rule  of  democratic  procedure,  which  re¬ 
quired  a  generally  accepted  basis;  the  agreement  demanded  by  London 
must  not  be  interpreted  as  a  veto  in  the  usual  sense  of  the  term.  So  he 
refused  the  Congress’  demands  for  a  constitutional  assembly  and  uni¬ 
versal  franchise  as  being  “impossible”,  on  the  pretext  that  the  better 
organized  Congress  party  would  then  outvote  the  minority  groups.^^  For 
obvious  reasons  the  Muslim  League  accepted  Amery  s  reasoning.  But 
for  the  fact  that  the  various  interpretations  of  democracy  were  based 
largely  on  tactical  considerations,  one  could  trace  the  source  of  the 
conflict  between  the  Congress  and  the  Muslim  League,  and  the  diver¬ 
gences  between  Conservatives  and  Labourites,  to  the  ambivalence  be¬ 
tween  majority  will  and  individual  rights  inherent  in  the  concept  of 
democracy! 

Great  Britain  and  India  did  not  manage  to  agree  on  a  modus  vivendi 
during  the  war.  While  the  Indians  spoke  of  Britain’s  delaying  tactics, 
London  thought  it  had  shown  sufficient  proof  of  goodwill  and  pointed 
to  the  obstinate  agitation  by  the  Congress  which,  it  said,  had  no  sense 
of  reality.  When  the  Congress  party  organized  a  campaign  of  individual 
non-co-operation  in  autumn  1940,  a  large  number  of  politicians  were 
arrested.  The  Muslim  League,  on  the  other  hand,  under  the  leadership 
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of  Jinnah,  accepted  the  famous  resolution  of  Lahore  on  23  March  1940. 
This  resolution  finally  dismissed  the  1935  plans  for  federation  and  pro¬ 
claimed  the  Muslim  provinces’  right  to  self-determination  and  national 
recognition.  Jinnah  s  two-nations”  theory  aimed  at  dividing  India  into 
Hindustan  and  Pakistan.  Thenceforth  the  Muslim  League  decided  it 
would  collaborate  with  the  British  Government  only  on  condition  that 
the  latter  recognized  this  claim,  as  well  as  the  principle  of  parity  with 
the  Congress  party  on  all  communal  boards — especially  in  any  future 
constitutional  assembly — and  finally  their  claim  to  represent  the  entire 
Muslim  minority  group.  Since  it  could  accept  neither  the  demands  of  the 
Congress  nor  those  of  the  Muslim  League,  Britain  was  caught  in  a 
dilemma. 

The  war,  and  particularly  the  Japanese  attack  on  Pearl  Harbor  on 
7  December  brought  the  British  and  the  Indians  slightly  closer  to¬ 
gether.  The  Congress  party  leaders  were  freed  and  the  campaign  of 
civil  disobedience  was  stopped;  Gandhi  retired  from  the  party  leadership. 
The  moment  for  new  negotiations  seemed  to  have  come.  But  Britain 
did  not  re-examine  its  Indian  policy  until  the  fall  of  Singapore  on  15 
February  1942.  A  special  cabinet  committee,  consisting  of  Attlee,  Amery, 
John  Simon  and  Stafford  Cripps,  worked  out  a  “Draft  Declaration”^^  re¬ 
affirming  some  of  the  points  from  previous  pronouncements.  For  in¬ 
stance,  immediately  after  the  war  an  elected  constitutional  assembly, 
for  which  an  electoral  modus  was  proposed  for  the  time  being,  would 
work  out  a  new  constitution  which  lx)ndon  pledged  itself  to  accept. 
The  transfer  of  power  would  be  determined  by  a  contract  with  Great 
Britain.  The  declaration  envisaged  a  united  India  which  included  the 
princely  states,  but  added  that  any  province  that  objected  to  “integration” 
could  receive  a  constitution  of  its  own  corresponding  to  that  of  the 
union.  This  addition  was  necessary  in  order  to  gain  the  Muslim  League’s 
acceptance  of  the  declaration;  at  the  same  time  it  recognized  implicitly 
the  rights  to  partition  and  secession.^®  The  declaration  also  recognized 
the  rights  of  a  free  India  to  leave  the  Commonwealth:  “HMG  will  not 
impose  any  restriction  on  the  power  of  the  Indian  Union  to  decide 
in  the  future  its  relationship  to  the  other  Member  states  of  the  British 
Commonwealth.  It  had  to  do  this  because  the  Congress  had  long  de¬ 
cided  on  “independence”  and  because  this  right  was  inherent  in  the 
concept  of  full  dominion  status.  Nevertheless,  it  was  a  step  beyond  earlier 
declarations.  Until  now  it  had  been  taken  for  granted  that  the  Indian 
union  would  remain  “within  the  Commonwealth”. 

We  know  little  of  the  discussion  within  the  committee  and  in  the 
Cabinet  as  a  whole.  For  instance,  we  do  not  know  whether  the  declaration 
was  a  compromise  between  the  embittered  demands  of  Labour  and  the 
Conservatives’  theories.  What  is  certain  is  that,  apart  from  American 
pressure,  only  the  Japanese  advance  and  India’s  peril  can  have  persuaded 
Churchill  to  agree  to  these  new  pledges  The  same  applies  to  the 
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Cripps  mission  that  Churchill  announced  in  the  House  of  Commons  on 
11  March,  three  days  after  the  fall  of  Rangoon.  Since  the  military  situa¬ 
tion  was  so  critieal,  the  diehard  Churchill  actually  had  to  entrust  a  left- 
wing  Labour  member  with  this  important  mission.  He  hoped  that  Cripps’ 
“anti-imperialist”  record  and  personal  contacts  with  Congress  leaders 
would  convince  them  of  London’s  willingness  to  make  concessions.  This 
alone  proves  the  extent  to  which  the  war  forced  Britain  to  he  eonciliatory. 
But  the  Cripps  mission  was  a  failure.  The  British  proposals  made  on  the 
basis  of  the  Draft  Declaration  were  refused  by  India,  above  all  by  the 
Congress,  which  took  offence  at  the  assurances  they  gave  to  the  princely 
states  and  the  Muslims;  moreover  Congress  wanted  to  appoint  the  war 
minister  while  Britain  wanted  to  reserve  itself  this  right  during  the  war. 
Whether  the  attempt  to  compromise  failed  because  of  what  in  retrospect 
seems  to  be  Britain’s  inflexibility,  or  whether  it  could  not  have  been 
expected  to  succeed  in  any  case  in  view  of  the  situation  at  the  time,  re¬ 
mains  an  open  question. 

The  Congress  and  the  Muslim  League  adhered  to  their  radical  posi¬ 
tions.  One  side  demanded  the  immediate  withdrawal  of  the  British,  even 
if  this  should  lead  to  anarchy,^'^  while  the  other  postulated  the  acceptance 
of  Pakistan  as  a  sine  qua  non.  Under  the  assumption  that  the  military 
situation  would  force  Great  Britain  to  give  in,  the  Congress  committee 
accepted  the  “Quit  India”  resolution  and  launched  a  new  campaign  of 
“passive”  but  eonsistent  civil  disobedience.  Demonstrations,  acts  of  sabo¬ 
tage  and  confrontations  with  the  police  eould  no  longer  be  avoide  an 
the  government  was  forced  to  take  repressive  action.  Sixty  thousand 

arrests  were  officially  confirmed  at  the  end  of  1942. 

With  the  failure  of  the  Cripps  mission,  and  the  decreasing  Japanese 
military  threat  to  India,  Britain’s  attitude  again  became  more  ngid  and 
there  were  new  attacks  on  the  Congress.  On  10  September  1942  Churchill 
declared  in  the  House  of  Commons: 

The  Indian  Congress  Party  does  not  represent  all  India.  It  does  not  repre¬ 
sent  the  majority  of  the  people  of  India.  It  does  not  even  represent  tie 
Hindu  masses.  It  is  a  political  organization  built  around  a  party  machine 
and  sustained  by  certain  manufacturing  and  financial  interests. 

The  expediency  of  this  reasoning  is  obvious.  The  Labour  party  called 
Churchill’s  attacks  a  provocation  and  demanded  a  reopening  of  negotia¬ 
tions,  but  was  not  itself  capable  of  making  any  new  proposals.  Not  only 
Amery,  but  even  Attlee  spoke  of  the  “totalitarian  aspects”  of  the  Con- 
gress^^  and  approved  of  the  arrests  From  then  on,  the  British  Govern¬ 
ment  based  its  policy  on  the  proposals  of  the  Gripps  mission  and  blamed 
the  “deadlock”  on  the  Indians’  intransigence.  Lord  Halifax,  then  am¬ 
bassador  in  Washington,  issued  a  declaration  confirming  India’s  nght 
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to  leave  the  Common'wealth  if  it  wished.  It  was  accepted  by  Churchill, 
but  did  not  lead  to  much. 

Finally,  early  in  the  summer  of  1945,  Britain  again  attempted  to  re¬ 
open  negotiations  with  India.  The  war  was  coming  to  an  end  and 
London  prepared  a  White  Paper  with  the  help  of  the  viceroy.  Lord 
Wavell,  appointed  in  October  1943.^^  The  White  Paper  proposed  as  an 
interim  solution  the  creation  of  an  executive  council  of  Indians  with 
equal  representation  of  Hindus  and  Muslims;  the  foreign  ofhce,  the  home 
office  and  the  ministry  of  finance  were  to  be  handed  over  to  Indians, 
and  the  British  would  retain  only  the  high  command  of  the  armed 
forces.  The  Congress  leaders  Nehru,  Patel  and  Azad  were  released,  and 
a  conference  was  announced  in  Simla.  This  conference  was  welcomed  both 
in  England  and  in  India  as  an  attempt  to  break  the  deadlock,  but  it 
proved  to  be  unsuccessful  because  the  Muslim  League  demanded  the 
right  to  nominate  all  Muslim  representatives  in  the  new  government  and 
the  Congress  could  not  accept  this  demand.  The  Congress  considered 
itself  a  non-religious  party  and  was  afraid  that  the  large  number  of 
Muslims  in  the  party  and  the  party  leadership  would  reduce  its  representa¬ 
tion  to  Hindus  only. 

Meanwhile  Attlee’s  Labour  government  came  into  office.  The  king’s 
speech,  which  set  out  the  government’s  programme,  contained  the  fol¬ 
lowing  words:  “In  accordance  with  the  promises  already  made  to  My 
Indian  peoples,  My  Government  will  do  their  utmost  to  promote  in 
conjunction  with  the  leaders  of  Indian  opinion  the  early  realisation  of 
full  Self-Government  in  India.’’^^  But  although  the  Labour  party  had 
criticized  the  coalition  government  and  was  prepared  to  make  conces¬ 
sions,  at  the  time  it  had  no  practical  programme  of  reforms.  Like  the 
Conservatives,  it  could  not  agree  to  a  transfer  of  power  without  careful 
preparation  and  before  coming  to  an  agreement  with  its  Indian  partners. 
Yet,  as  we  have  said,  it  was  more  willing  than  the  Conservatives  to  meet 
the  Congress  party  halfway  and  to  be  flexible  in  the  communal  question. 
It  also  had  a  different  view  of  the  “timing”  and  urged  a  shorter  transitional 
period.24  Full  dominion  status  should  be  the  very  next  step. 

New  elections  were  announced  on  21  August.  London  wanted  to  confer 
with  Wavell  again  and  announced  the  convocation  of  a  new  constitutional 
assembly  on  19  September.  In  addition,  the  British  Government  sent 
out  a  Cabinet  mission  consisting  of  the  minister  for  India,  Lord  Pethick- 
Lawrence,  and  Stafford  Cripps.  According  to  a  statement  made  by  Attlee 
on  15  March  1946,  this  mission  was  designed  to  help  India  “to  attain 
her  freedom  as  speedily  and  fully  as  possible”.  It  was  India’s  own  affair 
to  determine  its  form  of  government,  he  said,  yet  Great  Britain  hoped 
that  “the  Indian  people  may  elect  to  remain  within  the  British  Common¬ 
wealth  ...  if  she  does  so  elect,  it  must  be  by  her  own  free  will”.^^  Stress 
was  laid  on  a  rapid  decision  and  on  India’s  “free  will”.  Attlee  added: 
We  cannot  allow  a  minority  to  place  a  veto  on  the  advance  of  the 
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majority” — a  clear  warning  to  the  Muslim  League  to  be  conciliatory  and 
not  to  sabotage  new  British  efforts  to  reach  an  agreement. 

On  16  May,  after  intensive  talks  with  Indian  politicians  and  a  new 
conference  in  Simla, Cabinet  mission’s  proposals,  based  on  the  memo¬ 
randum  by  Azad,  the  Muslim  president  of  the  Congress  party, were 
announced.^®  The  mission  rejected  the  Muslim  League’s  demand  for  a 
separate  Pakistan  and  proposed  a  loose  union  with  less  control  at  the 
centre  (foreign  policy,  defense,  transport).  It  said  the  communal  ques¬ 
tions  needed  the  consent  of  both  the  great  religious  communities  and 
that  the  provinces  should  be  allowed  to  form  into  groups  having  their 
own  constitutions  and  parliaments.  It  proposed  the  election  of  a  con¬ 
stitutional  assembly  as  soon  as  possible  and  the  formation  of  an  interim 
government.  These  proposals,  which  were  in  fact  a  compromise  between 
diametrically  opposed  positions,  were  reluctantly  accepted  by  both  parties.^® 
But  the  attempt  to  form  an  Indian  government  failed  as  it  had  in  May 
1945.  Nehru,  on  lo  July,  accepted  the  proposals  of  the  Cabinet  mission 
as  no  more  than  a  basis  for  discussion  and  in  tactless  if  not  provocative 
words  rejected  the  idea  of  grouping  the  provinces.®"  Consequently,  on 
29  July,  the  League  revoked  its  consent  and  announced  a  policy  of 
“direct  action”  against  the  Congress  rather  than  against  Britain.  The 
mass  murders  in  Calcutta  (16-19  August)  were  an  indirect  result.  Urged 
by  Attlee,  the  viceroy  formed  a  government  with  the  Congress  party, 
led  by  Nehru,  on  2  September;  in  October  he  managed  to  persuade  the 
League  to  join  it.  But  the  League  refused  to  take  part  in  the  constitutional 
assembly.  The  British  Government  at  a  conference  in  London  tried 
again  to  reach  a  solution,  but  failed.  Both  parties  entrenched  themselves 
in  their  positions  and  the  riots  in  several  provinces  continued. 

The  new  “deadlock”  and  “the  growing  deterioration  of  the  situation 
demanded  courageous  and  drastic  steps’’.®^  On  20  February  1947  the  prime 
minister  unexpectedly  declared  in  the  House  of  Commons  that  the 
British  Government  had  decided  to  withdraw  from  India  by  June  194^ 
at  the  latest,  i.e.  within  fourteen  months.®®  He  said  that  hopes  of  ac¬ 
complishing  the  transfer  of  power  as  originally  intended  and  of  being  able 
to  hand  over  power  to  elected  Indian  officials  on  the  basis  of  a  new 
constitution  had  not  been  realized.  Nor  was  there  any  chance  of  this  in 
the  near  future.  At  the  same  time  Attlee  announced  the  appointment  of 
Lord  Mountbatten  to  succeed  Wavell. 

The  declaration  caused  a  sensation.  Great  Britain  had  set  a  definite 
time-limit  and  fixed  a  date  for  independence  before  the  hoped-for  agree¬ 
ment  between  the  conflicting  parties  had  been  reached  and  before  it 
had  negotiated  with  a  generally  recognized  provisional  regime  on  the 
ways  and  means  of  transferring  power.  So  the  deadline  for  independence 
did  not  mean  the  formal  conclusion  of  a  successful  movement  of  dis¬ 
sociation — as  was  to  be  the  case  in  years  to  come.  Instead,  it  sirnply 
meant  the  acceptance  of  a  unilaterally  proclaimed  and  arbitrary  time- 
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limit  which  had  to  be  observed  regardless  of  the  situation  at  that  time. 
Neither  before  nor  afterwards  did  Britain  set  this  kind  of  time-limit, 
since  it  was  felt  that  fixing  a  date  for  independence  would  be  tantamount 
to  surrendering  the  few  means  of  exerting  pressure  it  still  had;  moreover, 
it  appeared  unseemly  to  grant  a  colony  independence  before  establishing 
the  conditions  for  an  orderly  transfer  of  power. 

Various  faetors  had  caused  the  Labour  government  to  take  this  ex¬ 
ceptional  step.®®  London  was  annoyed  by  the  failure  of  all  negotiations 
so  far.  Instead  of  trying  to  come  to  an  agreement,  the  Indian  politicians 
had  not  only  made  radical  demands  for  Britain’s  immediate  withdrawal, 
but  even  blamed  the  lack  of  agreement  on  the  colonial  power.  They  had 
accepted  proposals  for  a  compromise,  then  refused  them  again  or  sabo¬ 
taged  them  without  proposing  any  practical  alternative.  Britain  was 
genuinely  trying  to  maintain  Indian  unity,  but  it  eould  obviously  not 
do  so  by  foree.  By  setting  a  time-limit,  therefore,  Britain  hoped  to  compel 
Indian  leaders  to  give  up  their  negative  attitudes  and  to  accept  responsi¬ 
bility  for  the  future;  perhaps  this  pressure  would  persuade  them  to  reach 
agreement!®^  The  question  was  whether  London  could  and  should  wait 
much  longer  and  further  postpone  the  withdrawal  it  had  promised  so 
long  ago.  “Communal”  tensions  were  increasing,  and  the  viceroy  was 
losing  power  and  influence.  The  executive  council,  i.e.  the  former  head 
of  the  administration,  no  longer  existed  and  the  interim  government 
was  not  an  instrument  of  British  rule  and,  moreover,  did  not  work. 
Discipline  in  the  administration  was  becoming  noticeably  lax  since  both 
Indians  and  Europeans  were  preparing  for  the  withdrawal.  The  army  was 
still  under  the  viceroy,  but  it  too  was  showing  the  first  signs  of  dissolution 
and  It  might  well  prove  untrustworthy  in  the  event  of  a  new  campaign 
of  civil  disobedience  or  a  “communal”  civil  war,  when  repressive  aetion 
would  be  required  to  maintain  law  and  order.  The  British  armed  forces 
wanted  to  be  released  at  the  end  of  the  war.  The  Labour  government 
did  not  intend  and  was  not  militarily  equipped  to  carry  out  a  major 
engagement.  In  any  case,  the  British  economie  situation  was  rather 
grave  and  the  decision  to  withdraw  had  not  only  been  made,  but  had 
already  been  welcomed  by  a  Avide  seetor  of  the  British  public.®®  More¬ 
over,  Lord  Mountbatten  had  accepted  this  important  office  only  on  con- 
dition  that  it  was  temporary.®®  The  Labour  government  considered 
Mountbatten  partieularly  well  equipped  to  liquidate  British  rule  in 
India.  As  high  commander  in  South-East  Asia  he  had  distinguished  him¬ 
self  by  his  energy  and  skilful  dealings  with  people.  He  was  known  for 
his  left-wing  tendencies  and  had  already  shown  great  willingness  to 
conciliate  the  nationalists  in  Burma.  A  member  of  the  royal  family 
seemed  an  even  better  man  than  a  Labour  party  official  for  ensuring 
the  discipline  of  officers  and  civil  servants  during  the  difficult  transitional 
period;  he  might  also  help  reduce  the  expected  resistance  on  the  part 
of  the  king  and  the  conservatives,  particularly  Churchill.®^ 
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The  conservative  opposition  used  Attlee’s  declaration  on  20  February 
1947  as  an  opportunity  for  vigorous  protest  against  the  Labour  party’s 
India  policy.  Both  Houses  moved  a  vote  of  non-confidence.  The  con¬ 
servative  arguments  were  based  on  the  proposals  of  the  1942  Cripps  mis¬ 
sion,  i.e.  full  dominion  status  after  the  war.  So  in  a  sense  the  differences 
between  the  parties  were  narrower  than  in  the  1930s.  Privately  the  die- 
hards  may  have  continued  to  hold  the  same  views,  but  in  Parliament 
they  could  no  longer  question  the  possibility  of  self-government  for 
India  or  openly  differentiate  between  white  and  coloured  dominions. 
What  remained  was  the  tendency  to  postulate  a  number  of  conditions 
that  had  to  be  fulfilled  before  London  began  to  transfer  power.  First 
was  agreement  between  the  parties  and  the  protection  of  the  other 
minority  groups,  especially  the  princes.  Britain  had  “obligations  ’  and 
must  take  precautions  for  an  “orderly”  retreat.  Churchill  stressed  these 
obligations,  as  did  Lord  Salisbury,  who  reproached  the  Labour  party 
with  placing  the  fifty  million  people  of  the  “depressed  classes  (those  with¬ 
out  a  caste)  at  the  mercy  of  the  Congress  party. 

In  fact,  the  conservative  opposition  was  attempting  to  postpone  the 
withdrawal,  which  explains  their  fury  at  the  deadline.  Certainly  there 
were  striking  arguments  against  setting  a  time-limit.  For  instance,  with¬ 
out  previous  agreement  between  the  Congress  and  the  Muslim  League 
and  without  a  recognized  transitional  government,  Britain  s  withdrawal 
threatened  India  with  chaos  and  destroyed  all  hope  of  maintaining  na¬ 
tional  unity.  Lord  Templewood  summarized  the  20  February  declaration 
as  “morally  wrong,  practically  unworkable,  politically  unwise  It  be¬ 
came  clear  that  the  imperialists  could  not  reconcile  themselves  to  the 
dissociation  of  India  and  saw  the  end  of  the  glorious  British  rule  with 
despondence  and  indignation.  “It  is  with  deep  grief  I  watch  the  clat¬ 
tering  down  of  the  British  Empire,  with  all  the  glories  and  all  the 
services  it  has  rendered  to  mankind,”  said  Churchill.®®  The  two-hundred- 
year-old  Pax  Britannica  was  coming  to  an  end  and  India  was  being 
abandoned  to  “human  misery”,  thought  Lord  Selborne,^®  while  Lord 
Cranborne  described  Attlee’s  declaration  as  the  death-knell  of  Britain’s 
association  with  India.^^ 

However  the  Conservative  party  was  not  unanimously  against  the 
declaration  or  the  Labour  government’s  India  policy.  Apart  frorn  the 
real  diehards,  opponents  included  Lord  Templewood  (Indian  minister 
in  the  1930s  as  Samuel  Hoare),  Lord  Simon  and  R.  A.  Butler,  the 
conservative  pro-reform  representative  of  the  younger  generation.  Butler 
was  more  moderate  in  his  speeches  and  obviously  did  not  want  to  con¬ 
tradict  party  leader  Churchill!  But  there  was  also  Lord  Halifax  (the 
former  viceroy  Lord  Irwin),  who  refused  to  obey  party  directives  and 
supported  Labour.  In  his  carefully  considered  vote,  Halifax  tried  to  ex¬ 
plain  to  the  diehards  that  the  Labour  party  could  not  be  held  responsible 
for  the  present  critical  situation,  and  that  the  crisis  was  the  result  of 
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old  agreements,  the  war  and  internal  Indian  tensions.  Onee  independenee 
had  been  promised,  the  dilemma  of  whether  to  continue  waiting  for 
an  agreement  or  whether,  giving  up  hope  of  this,  to  take  the  decisive 
step  anyway,  obviously  became  even  more  acute:  “I  gain  the  impression 
that  the  position  is  rapidly  becoming  intolerable,  for  the  fundamental 
reason  that  at  the  present  moment  the  Government  of  India  ...  is  in 
a  most  distasteful  condition — namely,  a  position  in  which  its  responsibility 
is  greater  than  its  power.”^^  Halifax  was  aware  of  the  dangers,  but  on 
the  other  hand  he  did  not  overestimate  the  value  of  agreement;  for  in 
the  end  there  would  still  be  the  question  of  whether  the  terms  of  the 
agreement  would  be  observed.  It  was  wrong  to  speak  of  evacuation,  as 
though  one  were  leaving  a  hostile  country.  There  were  numerous  In¬ 
dians  who,  once  suspicion  and  the  old  order  are  removed,  will  be 
willing  to  accept  a  great  deal  by  way  of  help  and  general  influence 
that  they  would  never  have  accepted  in  the  shape  and  under  the  guise 
of  controlling  power”.  Here  Lord  Halifax’s  ideas  coincided  with  those 
of  Attlee.  Since  no  agreement  had  been  reached  and  British  power  in 
India  was  increasingly  on  the  wane,  a  rapid  retreat  was  not  only  neces¬ 
sary  but  also  advantageous,  regardless  of  the  problems  it  produced,  since 
it  might  provide  a  basis  for  tolerable  if  not  friendly  relations  in  the 
post-imperial  era.  Lord  Halifax’s  views  made  a  considerable  impression 
in  the  House  of  Lords  and  Lord  Templewood  withdrew  his  vote  of 
non-confidence  and  did  not  refuse  his  consent.  In  the  House  of  Com¬ 
mons,  the  motion  was  defeated  by  337  against  185  votes.  A  few  days 
later,  no  less  than  Amery  congratulated  Prime  Minister  Attlee  on  the  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  the  Indian  Independence  Act  in  Parliaments^ 

Today  it  is  debatable  whether  Lord  Mountbatten  was  not  over-hasty 
in  accepting  the  need  for  partition  and  thus  removing  the  last  hopes  of 
preventing  it.  It  is  equally  debatable  whether  postponing  the  deadline 
to  15  August,  which  the  viceroy  declared  unilaterally  on  4  June  without 
the  knowledge  of  the  Labour  party,  was  expedient,  and  whether  the 
massacre  of  August-September  1947  could  have  been  avoided  if  prepara¬ 
tions  for  the  transfer  of  power  had  been  better  or  longer.  .  .  In  any 
case,  a  few  days  later  Lord  Mountbatten  realized  that  Indian  unity  was 
impossible  and  that  preparations  for  partition  had  to  be  made.  He  even 
managed  to  gain  Nehru’s  consent  for  this  “solution”.  Nehru  must 
have  taken  into  account  many  of  the  same  factors  as  Mountbatten;  he 
too  was  tired  of  the  endless  negotiations  and  wanted  to  achieve  his  life’s 
aim,  the  independence  of  India,  at  last.  Collaboration  with  the  Muslim 
League  within  the  interim  government  had  proved  impossible — but  how 
was  India  to  perform  the  grave  tasks  of  the  future  without  a  strong  and 
effective  central  government?  Mountbatten  managed  to  solve  the  problem 
of  the  princely  states  too,  and  found  a  way  out  of  the  problem  of 
dominion  status.  On  15  August  both  parts  of  India  were  to  be  declared 
dominions  and  would  be  able  to  decide  independently  whether  they 
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wanted  to  remain  within  the  Commonwealth.  The  mode  of  withdrawal 
was  to  be  worked  out  very  soon.  Among  other  things,  the  Anglo-Indian 
army  had  to  be  disbanded.  The  Radcliffe  Commission  determined  the 
boundaries  of  the  partitioned  provinces.  However,  the  viceroy  proved 
wrong  in  his  assumption  that  there  would  be  no  serious  “communal” 
unrest.^® 

The  British  Parliament  discussed  the  Indian  Independence  Bill  from 
4  to  12  July  and  it  was  granted  the  Royal  Seal  on  18  July.  On  14  and 
15  August  1947  the  Union  Jack  was  lowered  in  India! 

On  4  July,  speaking  in  the  House  of  Commons,  Prime  Minister 
Attlee  described  the  Independence  Act  as  “not  the  abdication  but  the 
fulfilment  of  Britain’s  mission  in  India,  a  sign  of  strength  and  vitality 
of  the  British  Commonwealth”,  and  in  a  message  on  15  August  the  king 
spoke  of  “the  fulfilment  of  a  great  democratic  ideal”.^®  In  historical  terms, 
there  was  a  certain  inherent  justice  in  these  confident  words.  Britain  s 
proud  rule  in  India  was  based  on  the  idea  of  eventual  self-government 
and  Britain  gradually  pursued  this  aim.  Often  it  did  so  reluctantly  and 
in  the  face  of  resistance,  or  under  the  weight  of  the  world  political 
situation  or  the  nationalist  emancipation  movements;  but  it  did  so  with 
surprising  consistency.  What  early  nineteenth-century  liberals  had  postu¬ 
lated,  what  Seeley  had  considered,  and  what  had  already  been  begun, 
although  rather  reluctantly,  with  the  pre-1914  reforms — in  1917  British 
Government  announced  as  the  “ultimate  goal”  of  its  India  policy  and 
granted  it  in  1947. 

Since  the  end  of  the  First  W^orld  War  Britain  had  had  to  adapt  itself 
to  the  idea  of  an  independent  India,  although  it  continued  to  reckon  on 
long  time-limits  and  was  not  forced  to  alter  its  timetable  until  the  Second 
World  War.  One  must  compare  this  attitude  with  that  of  other  colonial 
powers  in  the  same  situation.  An  independent  Indochina  or  Indonesia 
was  inconceivable  to  the  general  public  in  the  mother  countries  in  1939 
and  was  still  so  in  1945.  Decolonization  began  suddenly,  and  naturally 
met  violent  resistance.  The  attempt  to  bind  former  colonies  to  the  inother 
country  by  means  of  institutions,  which  was  pursued  to  the  end,  failed^  in 
spite  of  military  intervention,  and  made  an  orderly  transfer  of  power  im¬ 
possible.  Great  Britain,  by  contrast,  could  start  from  the  concept  of 
Commonwealth,  since  it  had  long  since  renounced  the  idea  of  creating 
federal  ties.  In  the  inter-war  years,  Britain  may  have  hoped  to  differentiate 
between  the  colonial  settlements  and  India,  but  in  later  years  this  proved 
less  and  less  possible.  India  had  to  be  promised  dominion  status,  and 
eo  ipso  dissociation  from  the  Commonwealth  was  possible.  From  the  tirne 
of  the  Cripps  proposals  in  1942,  even  a  diehard  like  Winston  Churchill 
had  had  to  come  to  terms  with  this  legal  situation. 

The  concept  and  reality  of  the  Commonwealth  enabled  the  Labour 
party  to  harmonize  its  socialist  anti-colonialism  with  British  nationalism 
and  the  sense  of  Empire.  After  the  war,  when  the  coalition  government 
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under  Churchill  was  forced  to  make  considerable  concessions  to  India, 
the  British  public  was  prepared  to  “take  the  big  step”  and  accept  the 
Labour  government’s  policy.  If  a  Conservative  party  under  Churchill  had 
won  the  elections  of  May  1945,  it  would  doubtless  have  postponed  the 
transfer  of  power,  and  would  perhaps  have  missed  the  right  moment  for 
withdrawal.  But  as  things  were,  the  socialist  government  managed  to 
carry  the  gradual  grant  of  self-government  to  a  happy  end,  in  the  not 
unjustified  hope  that  a  free  India  would  be  interested  in  maintaining 
good  relations  with  Britain  and  would  decide  to  remain  within  the  Com¬ 
monwealth.  The  Indian  Independence  Act  really  was,  in  this  sense,  “not 
the  abdication  but  the  fulfilment  of  Britain’s  mission  in  India,  a  sign  of 
strength  and  vitality  of  the  British  Commonwealth”. 


BURMA  AND  CEYLON 


Burma  had  always  been  overshadowed  by  India  in  British  imperial  policy. 
It  was  conquered  in  the  nineteenth  century  to  secure  India’s  defense 
and  administered  as  a  part  of  India.  It  was  also  open  to  Indian  im¬ 
migration  and  a  large  number  of  Indians  served  in  the  armed  forces  and 
in  the  British  administration.  Indian  merchants,  money-lenders  and 
landowners  played  a  part  in  Burma’s  economic  development— particularly 
in  Lower  Burma — and  most  of  the  Burmese  rice-farmers  became  indebted 
to  the  Indians  and  had  to  hand  over  their  land  to  them.i  The  British 
administration,  “based  on  law  and  individual  freedom”,  abandoned  Burma 
to  a  capitalist  colonial  economy  in  which  the  Burmese  themselves  had 
only  a  small  part.  Meanwhile  Burmese  social  structures  and  the  Buddhist 
civilization  disintegrated  or  froze.  Since  the  educational  system  was  in¬ 
adequate,  the  young  generation  was  not  equal  to  confrontation  with 
the  modem  world.^  Constitutional  development  ran  parallel  to  that  of 
India;  in  1923  Burma  was  ruled  as  a  dyarchy  and  in  i935-i93'7,  after  the 
partition  of  India,  it  received  semi-responsible  government.  The  governor 
retained  his  reserved  powers  and  controlled  the  administration,  but  the 
predominantly  Burmese  cabinet  now  became  responsible  to  an  elected 
parliament.  Moreover,  London  instructed  the  governor  to  exercise  restraint 
in  the  appointment  of  ministers  in  parliament  and  to  use  his  powers  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  “partnership”,  “to  the  end  that  Burma  may 
attain  its  due  place  among  our  Dominions”.®  Since  the-  plans  for  Indian 
federation  had  come  to  nothing,  Burma— and  Ceylon— headed  the  pro¬ 
cession  on  the  road  to  full  self-government  after  1937.^  In  the  struggle 
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for  power,  Burma’s  political  parties  gathered  strength  among  the  different 
minority  groups  and  the  followers  of  various  Burmese  leaders,  and  some 
progress  was  made  in  the  attempt  to  involve  Burmese  in  the  administration. 
But  the  economy  remained  almost  exclusively  under  the  control  of 
Europeans  and  Indians. 

Meanwhile  a  new  generation  of  nationalists  was  taking  shape  at  the 
University  of  Rangoon.  Organized  into  the  “All  Burma  Student  Move¬ 
ment”,  they  clearly  dissociated  themselves  from  upper-class  leaders,  adopted 
strong  anti-British  and  anti-capitalist  views,  and  made  contact  with  India, 
China  and  Japan.  Tliis  small  group  of  intellectuals  which,  under  the 
leadership  of  Aung  San  (b.  1915),  called  for  a  student  strike  in  February 
1936,  would  have  presented  no  danger  to  British  rule  for  many  years  to 
come  had  the  Second  World  War  and  the  Japanese  occupation  not  pro¬ 
vided  it  with  a  great  opportunity. 

Like  the  Indian  Congress  party,  Burmese  politicians  tried  to  make  their 
active  co-operation  in  the  war  effort  conditional  upon  far-reaching  con¬ 
cessions  from  Great  Britain.  On  23  February  1940  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives  passed  a  motion  calling  for  the  immediate  recognition  of  Burma 
“as  an  independent  nation  entitled  to  frame  her  own  constitution”.® 
In  its  reply  the  British  Government  spoke  of  dominion  status  after 
the  war  but  would  not  make  a  definite  commitment  or  fix  a  timetable.  The 
prime  minister,  U  Saw,  a  rather  dubious  character,  demanded  a  definite 
promise  of  full  dominion  status  immediately  after  the  war  when  he 
visited  London  in  October  and  November  194^*^  Governor  Dorman- 
Smith  pressed  the  secretary  of  state  for  India  and  Burma,  L.  S.  Amery,  to 
fix  a  date  and  it  appears  that  Amery  showed  some  readiness  to  consent, 
but  he  was  prevented  from  doing  so  by  Winston  Churchill  s  violent  re¬ 
fusal.’^  In  the  Burma  issue  the  British  prime  minister  once  again  dem¬ 
onstrated  his  lack  of  understanding  of  the  nationalist  emancipation  move¬ 
ments!®  As  a  result,  the  government  declaration  was  vague  and  did  not 
satisfy  the  Burmese.®  It  is  doubtful,  however,  whether  even  generous 
concessions  would  have  been  enough  to  win  Burmese  support  in  the 
struggle  against  Japan.  What  is  important  here  is  that  London  especially 
the  old  diehard  Churchill— spoke  of  dominion  status,  but  did  not  want 
to  grant  it  before  the  end  of  the  war  and,  moreover,  laid  down  conditions. 
The  war  did,  however,  finally  force  Britain  to  fix  a  definite  date  and  to 
curtail  the  proposed  transitionary  period,  promising  that  negotiations 
would  begin,  not  in  the  vague  future,  but  “immediately  after  the  end  of 
the  war”.  But  the  war  also  gave  the  nationalists  an  opportunity  to  in¬ 
crease  their  demands  so  that  they  were  always  one  step  ahead  of  what 
London  conceded. 

The  Japanese  invasion  provided  the  opportunity  for  the  younger  genera¬ 
tion  of  revolutionary  nationalists.  Adopting  the  slogan  Asia  for  the 
Asians”,  they  followed  Japanese  successes  with  growing  self-assurance. 
The  young  Aung  San  and  his  comrades  in  the  student  organization 
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joined  the  Japanese  and  marched  into  Burma  with  a  “Burma  Inde¬ 
pendency  Army”.  The  Japanese  occupation  dealt  a  severe  blow  and  the 
entire  British  administration  collapsed.  Older  Burmese  politicians  with¬ 
drew  or  were  dismissed,  while  the  Indian  minority  fled,  leaving  the  field 
open  to  the  younger  generation.  Although  the  Japanese  occupation  army 
soon  met  with  increasing  resistance  due  to  its  authoritarian  character 
and  infringements  upon  personal  liberties  such  as  forced  consignments 
and  forced  labour,  it  skilfully  played  on  the  Burmese  desire  for  inde¬ 
pendence,  encouraging  nationalist  organizations  and  giving  the  Burmese 
a  part  in  the  administration.  Japan  recognized  Aung  San  as  head  of  the 
Burmese  national  army  and  even  proclaimed  Burma’s  independence  in 
August  1943.  But  although  Aung  San  and  his  comrades  collaborated  with 
Japan,  they  were  well  aware  that  this  independence  was  not  genuine 
and  that  if  Japan  were  victorious  Burma  would  become  a  protectorate 
power  within  the  Japanese  “co-prosperity”  sphere.  So,  in  December 
^943>  they  initiated  relations  with  the  British  secret  service  and  prepared 
to  attack  Japan  in  order  to  achieve  full  independence. 

How  did  London  react  to  this?  Did  it  realize  that  the  Japanese  oc¬ 
cupation  with  its  policy  of  encouraging  Burmese  nationalism  had  created 
an  entirely  new  situation  in  the  colony?  Governor  Dorman-Smith  and 
the  Burmese  government  withdrew  to  Simla  in  India  where  he  was  in¬ 
structed  to  prepare  plans  for  the  reconstruction  of  Burma,  which  had 
been  heavily  damaged  by  the  war.  There  were  two  very  important  issues 
at  stake  here.  Should  Burmese  nationalists  who  had  collaborated  with 
Japan  be  brought  to  justice  as  collaborators  and  traitors,  or  should  they 
simply  be  treated  as  nationalists?  Their  support  might  be  useful  in  the 
military  reconquest  and  without  it  the  restoration  of  British  rule  would 
be  faced  by  internal  resistance.  Moreover,  London  thought  that  re¬ 
construction  work  could  be  actively  pursued  only  if  Burma  was  directly 
adrninistered  by  Britain  during  a  certain  period  of  transition.  Dorman- 
Smith  and  the  British  personnel  in  Simla  reproached  themselves  with 
having  laid  Burma  open  to  destruction  because  they  had  not  taken 
adequate  defensive  measures  and  hoped  to  receive  generous  financial 
aid  from  the  mother  country.  It  seemed  better  to  postpone  constitutional 
questions,  elections  and  the  transfer  of  power  to  a  Burmese  government 
for  the  time  being. 

Admittedly  there  was  a  real  dilemma.  On  16  December  1942  Amery 
wrote  to  Dorman-Smith: 

The  biggest  difficulty  is  where  to  strike  the  right  mean  between  the 

necessities  of  a  perfectly  free  hand  for  reconstmction  and  our  general  pledges 

to  Burma  and  the  world  for  the  restoration  of  self-govemment.io 

The  governor  and  secretary-of-state  reckoned  on  a  transitional  period  of 
five  to  seven  years,  but  Churchill  and  the  Cabinet  refused  to  fix  a  dead- 
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line.  Doraian-Smith  pressed  for  a  clear  statement  since  this  could  gain 
the  co-operation  of  the  Burmese,  but  the  British  Government  would  not 
listen.  In  the  summer  of  1943,  shortly  before  his  departure  for  Lxmdon, 
the  governor  declared  in  New  Delhi: 

We  must  recognize  this  as  an  unexampled  opportunity  to  correct  abuses 
and  defects  which  were  apparent  under  our  “prewar”  administration.  .  .  . 
Burma  belongs  to  the  Burmese  and  when  the  time  [shall]  come  for  full 
self-government,  we  must  try  to  hand  over  [a]  country  for  which  we  have 
done  a  good  job  of  work.^^ 

Apart  from  this  remarkable  criticism  of  the  pre-war  administration,  the 
declaration  also  revealed  an  earnest  desire  to  reconstruct  Burma  and 
stressed  the  need  for  an  interim  period  of  direct  rule.  But  it  conceded  no 
more  than  Burma  had  possessed  since  1939  or  than  had  been  promised 
since  the  outbreak  of  war.  Yet  Churchill  considered  the  formulation  of 
the  declaration,  particularly  the  words  “hand  over”,  excessive  and  greeted 
Dorman-Smith  at  a  lunch  at  Chequers  with  the  words,  “You're  the  man, 
I  hear,  who  wants  to  give  away  the  Empire!”^^  This  remark  again  shows 
Churchill’s  stubborn  conservative  attitude  in  imperial  questions.  It  also 
reveals  the  difference  in  attitude  between  the  British  Government,  which 
was  engaged  in  stem  resistance  and  was  not  ready  for  any  hasty  conces¬ 
sions,  and  the  liberal  colonial  governor,  who  felt  himself  under  an  obliga¬ 
tion  to  the  district  he  administered  and  wanted  to  show  as  much  good¬ 
will  as  possible  to  the  nationalists. 

In  spite  of  the  refusal  to  issue  a  statement,  a  certain  amount  of  dis¬ 
cussion  on  Burma  did  begin  in  London.  For  instance,  the  position  of 
the  Burmese  Chamber  of  Commerce,  which  represented  British  eco¬ 
nomic  interests,  was  clearly  conservative  and  colonialist.  It  believed  that 
all  political  decisions  should  be  postponed  and  that  the  governor  s 
emergency  powers  should  be  extended  for  an  indefinite  period.  Officials 
who  had  collaborated  with  Japan  should  be  punished,  while  British  firms 
in  the  country  should  be  paid  compensation  and  given  a  privileged 
position  during  the  reconstmction  period.  In  addition,  London  should 
recognize  Indian  claims  to  land  and  mortgages  and  allow  Indian  labour 
to  immigrate.^^  The  Chamber  of  Commerce  resisted  all  political  con¬ 
cessions  and  tried  to  re-establish  the  unlimited  freedom  of  movement  of 
the  Anglo-Indian  economic  groups  that  had  characterized  Burmese  econ¬ 
omy  before  the  war  and  against  which  the  young  Burmese  nationalists 
had  protested  so  strongly!  Presumably  the  excessively  reactionary  at¬ 
titude  of  the  Conservative  party  and  especially  among  those  members  of 
Parliament  who  had  financial  interests  in  Burma  and  were  therefore 
concerned  with  Burma’s  future,  found  widespread  approval.  Within  the 
Conservative  party,  however,  younger  parliamentarians  in  favour  of  re¬ 
forms  formed  a  counter  movement  and  published,  late  in  1944,  Blue  Print 
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for  Burma}'^  This  pamphlet  demonstrated  how  the  Burmese  economy 
was  controlled  by  foreigners  and  how  none  of  the  profits  of  expansion 
went  to  the  Burmese,  how  the  number  of  leaseholders  had  grown  to  a 
frightening  extent  and  how  even  imports  mainly  benefited  non-Burmese. 
This  kind  of  self-criticism  and  doubts  about  the  much-praised  advantages 
that  the  colonial  regime  bestowed  upon  the  native  inhabitants  would 
hardly  have  been  conceivable  from  a  conservative  before  1941!  The  authors 
of  the  pamphlet  declared  themselves  in  favour  of  fixing  a  time-limit: 
Burma  should  receive  dominion  status  in  six  years’  time  at  the  latest, 
although  with  some  reservations  regarding  Britain’s  strategic  and  eco¬ 
nomic  interests.  Reconstruction  work  must  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
governor,  who  should  be  advised  by  representative  Burmese.  A  new 
constitution  should  be  prepared  and  ratified  after  the  transitional  period 
by  a  popularly  elected  Burmese  assembly.  London  should  actively  pro¬ 
mote  the  take-over  by  the  Burmese  of  the  administration  and  economy, 
as  well  as  control  and  if  possible  check  Indian  landownership,  for  instance 
by  redemption  by  means  of  a  special  loan.  British  firms  should  receive 
compensation  from  the  mother  country  and  not  the  government  of 
Burma. 

Perhaps  this  conservative  programme  no  longer  corresponded  to  the  new 
power  structure  in  Burma,  about  which  London  was  not  well  informed, 
but  it  reiterated  the  older  nationalists’  major  demands  and  offered  a 
surprisingly  generously  conceived  and  practicable  basis  for  further  dis¬ 
cussion.  The  Times  went  a  step  further  and  rejected  any  kind  of  interim 
period,  on  the  grounds  that  an  attempt  to  grant  Burma  less  than  India 
had  received  would  contradict  earlier  pledges  and  fail  to  persuade  the 
Burmese  to  give  the  co-operation  that  was  so  essential.^®  The  Times  also 
stressed  the  nationalist  resistance  in  Burma  “to  the  restoration  of  the 
old  economy  — which  led  interested  British  economic  groups  to  dis¬ 
sociate  themselves  both  from  The  Times  and  from  the  Blue  Print. 

The  conservative  study  group  defended  its  proposals  in  the  parliamentary 
debate  on  12  December  1944.  The  group  declared  that  Britain,  whose 
prestige  had  suffered  a  great  blow  since  the  Japanese  advance,  must 
honour  its  numerous  pledges.  Since  the  Japanese  had  promised  Burma 
independence,  the  British  Government  must  also  issue  a  declaration 
if  the  Allied  troops  were  to  be  greeted  on  their  re-entry  as  liberators. 
Formulas  like  as  soon  as  possible”  were  no  longer  enough  and  would 
appear  to  be  a  breach  of  promise  to  the  Burmese.^®  While  other  con¬ 
servatives  considered  six  years  too  short  an  interim  period,  Creech-Jones, 
the  Labour  party  speaker,  considered  it  too  long:  “The  Burmese  will 
ask  us,  by  what  right  do  we  assert  our  sovereignty  over  them  without 
their  consent.”  Preparations  for  responsible  government  should  begin  at 
once,  and  as  far  as  possible  should  be  made  by  the  Burmese  themselves.^* 

Although  The  Times  also  considered  time-limits  necessary,  the  govern¬ 
ment  did  not  give  in;  nor  would  it  initiate  the  transition  to  dominion 
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status  immediately  after  the  reconquest.^®  The  New  Statesman  and  Na¬ 
tion  (23  December)  and  the  Economist  (16  December)  were  joined  by 
The  Times  (13  December)  in  expressing  disappointment.  But  reactionary 
ideas,  concrete  economic  interests,  and  not  least  the  personal  influence  of 
Winston  Churchill  won  the  day.  The  government  gave  up  the  attempt  to 
give  political  support  to  its  military  advance  by  means  of  generous 
promises;  it  was  obviously  under  the  impression  that  it  would  be  easy  to 
deal  with  the  Burmese  nationalists  and  to  re-establish  British  control  with¬ 
out  fixing  time-limits  prematurely  or  anticipating  future  decisions. 

Nether  London  nor  the  governor  changed  course.  Paradoxically  it  was 
the  high  commander  in  South-East  Asia,  Lord  Mountbatten  who,  moved 
by  military  considerations,  took  the  initiative.  He  wanted  the  diflBcult  re¬ 
conquest  of  Burma  to  be  supported  by  the  Burmese.  This  meant  rec¬ 
ognizing  Aung  San's  Burma  National  Army,  perhaps  even  providing 
it  with  arms  and  giving  it  a  part  in  Allied  operations.  Mountbatten 
carried  out  these  demands  in  spite  of  resistance  on  the  part  of  his  own 
political  advisers,  the  Simla  administration  and  the  British  Government! 
He  even  had  a  personal  interview  with  Aung  San  and  on  16  May  1945 
they  agreed  that  the  Burman  National  Army  should  be  recognized  as  an 
Allied  force  under  British  high  command.  Mountbatten  was  far-sighted 
enough  to  take  the  new  nationalist  organizations  seriously,  above  all  the 
anti-fascist  People’s  Freedom  League,  and  even  to  give  them  a  part  in 
the  government  eventually.  He  knew  this  was  the  only  way  to  ensure  a 
more  or  less  smooth  take-over  and  to  perform  the  reconstruction  work 
without  internal  strife.  It  remains  an  open  question  whether  he  also 
realized  that  this  was  the  only  means  of  keeping  Burma  in  the  Common¬ 
wealth;  at  any  rate  he  perceived  the  entirely  new  situation  more  quickly 
and  judged  it  more  accurately  than  London  or  even  the  liberal  governor 
Dorman-Smith.  At  the  victory  parade  in  Rangoon  on  15  June  1945,  the 
Burman  National  Army  marched  as  independent  troops  under  Burmese 
flags.  Nothing  could  show  more  clearly  that  the  pre-1941  administration 
and  policy  could  not  simply  be  resumed  after  the  Japanese  occupation. 

One  month  earlier,  on  17  May  1945?  British  Government  had  finally 
issued  its  long-overdue  Burma  White  Paper.21  Its  principal  points  were: 
for  the  first  three  years,  the  governor  should  be  in  control,  after  which 
the  constitution  of  1935-1937  would  come  into  force;  the  Burmese  could 
then  work  out  a  new  constitution  whose  ultimate  aim  would  be  dominion 
status,  “complete  self-government  within  the  British  Commonwealth  . 
But  this  was  conditional  on  the  signing  of  an  agreement  assuring  certain 
British  interests;  the  Shan  States  and  tribal  areas  (Karen,  hill  peoples) 
could  decide  independently  whether  they  wanted  to  become  part  of 
Burma.  So  in  May  1945  London  granted  what  it  had  refused  in  December 
1944,  in  addition  to  shortening  the  six  years  stipulated  in  the  Blue  Print 
to  three.  No  date  was  set  for  the  transition  to  dominion  status  and  it 
remained  an  “ultimate  objective”.  This  statement,  made  far  too  late. 
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already  trailed  behind  actual  circumstances  as  well  as  behind  Mount- 
batten’s  actions,  and  again  gave  the  Burmese  nationalists  cause  to  in¬ 
crease  their  demands  and  to  be  even  more  insistent.  The  Economist 
(26  May  1945)  thought  the  declaration  was  “not  an  inspiring  document” 
and  not  likely  to  assuage  Burmese  or  Indian  suspicions,  but  saw  no 
alternative.  The  New  Statesman  and  Nation  wanted  the  interim  period 
shortened  to  one  year,  since  it  foresaw  the  danger  that  the  British  ad¬ 
ministration  alone  would  determine  new  economic  policy  without  Bur¬ 
mese  participation.  Even  the  left-wing  politicians  obviously  did  not  con¬ 
sider  it  right  to  grant  dominion  status  immediately. 

This  was  proved  by  the  short  debate  in  the  House  of  Commons  on 
1  June  1945'  Secretary  of  State  Amery  tried  very  hard  to  interpret  the 
statement  as  “liberal”,  promised  financial  aid  for  reconstruction  and  in¬ 
dicated  that  Dorman-Smith  would  not  fail  to  give  the  Burmese  a  part 
in  this.^^  De  Chair,  speaking  for  the  Blue  Print  group,  agreed,  though 
more  cautiously.  But  even  Stafford  Cripps  and  Creech-Jones  praised  this 
White  Paper.  Cripps  even  called  it  “a  most  admirable  presentation  of 
the  facts  as  regards  Burma  ...  all  friends  of  Burma  will  be  satisfied”.^® 
Only  a  few  Labour  party  outsiders,  such  as  Sorensen,  rejected  it.  They 
said  it  would  not  content  the  Burmese  and  pointed  out  that  the  Philip¬ 
pines  had  also  been  destroyed  by  the  war  but  there  reconstruction  work 
had  not  served  as  a  pretext  for  direct  rule.  Once  again  The  Times 
showed  its  far-sightedness  and  revealed  the  motives  behind  British  Burma 
policy:  the  Allies,  i.e.  the  Americans,  were  observing  Britain’s  actions 
in  this  first  formerly  British  area  to  be  liberated  from  the  Japanese;  it 
was  essential 

to  convince  the  people  of  the  Far  East  that  the  Western  Powers  recognize 

of  a  new  situation  created  by  the  national  movements  now  in  process  of 

emerging  into  self-consciousness. 


’^ere  followed  a  remarkable  description  of  the  new  generation  of  na¬ 
tionalists,  who  differed  from  the  “older  leaders  of  the  parliamentary  type” 

and  whose  programme  was  akin  to  the  “agrarian  democracy”  in  Northern 
China. 

It  IS  essential  that  Burmese  nationalism  should  be  taken  into  partnership 
from  the  earliest  possible  moment  if  its  cooperation,  essential  for  the 
success  of  British  policy,  is  to  be  secured.^^ 

Liberal  Burma  experts  such  as  Maurice  Collis  and  J.  S.  Fumivall, 
both  former  colonial  officials,  understood  the  consequence  of  this,  realizing 
that  mom  far-reaching  pledges  were  necessary  and  that  the  young  Burmese 
nationalists  must  be  given  some  political  responsibility  immediately  after 
the  reconquest.  Collis  suggested  discussing  dominion  status  at  once,^® 


great  BRITAIN 


203 

while  Fumivall  considered  appointing  a  Burmese  as  governor,  with  a 
British  high  commissioner  at  his  side;  this,  he  hoped  would  create  both 
the  necessary  strong  government  and  a  new  basis  of  trust.^® 

Naturally  the  Burmese  themselves  rejected  the  White  Paper,  as  did  the 
rather  conservative  Burma  Association  in  London,  which  demanded  a 
definite  and  early  date  for  the  grant  of  dominion  status  and  asked  for 
elections  in  the  near  future.  Aung  San’s  AFPFL  distrusted  the  White 
Paper’s  restricting  clauses,  seeing  them  as  part  of  a  policy  of  divide  and 
rule,  and  demanded  the  election  of  a  national  constitutional  assembly 
and  a  provisional  government  as  a  stage  towards  full  independence. 
The  guerrilla  fighters,  the  officers  of  the  national  army  and  the  politicians 
and  officials  of  a  Burma  that  was  protected  by  Japan  but  theoretically 
independent,  were  understandably  not  now  ready  to  hand  back  their 
power  to-British  officials  or  to  the  old  Burmese  politicians  at  the  moment 
of  their  victory!  The  position  of  the  AFPFL  became  a  crucial  issue  in 
the  following  months.  The  party  asserted  that  it  represented  the  in¬ 
habitants  of  Burma  and  wanted  to  be  recognized  as  a  provisional 
government,  or  at  least  to  appoint  the  majority  of  the  ministers  in  the 
governor’s  executive  council.  These  ministers,  it  said,  should  receive  their 
instructions  from  the  party  and  be  responsible  to  it.  Governor  Dorman- 
Smith  neither  could  nor  would  accept  such  radical  demands  since  he 
felt  under  obligation  to  the  Simla  administration  which  was  bound  to 
observe  the  White  Paper  and  refused  to  recognize  the  Communist- 
infiltrated  AFPFL  as  sole  representative  of  Burma.  Lord  Mountbatten 
attempted  to  mediate  and  tried  to  persuade  Aung  San  to  accept  dominion 
status,  i.e.  to  renounce  his  demand  for  independence,  but  in  October 
he  had  to  hand  over  his  power  to  the  civil  government.  The  highly- 
paid  colonial  officers  of  pre-war  years  showed  little  sympathy  with  the 
young  revolutionary  nationalists  and,  understandably,  recognized  old  debts 
and  land  claims  again.  This  led  to  opposition  from  the  farmers.  The 
same  applied  to  the  officers  and  soldiers,  who  were  not  given  a  part  in 
reconstruction  and  many  of  whom  were  dismissed.^^ 

At  first  there  was  no  change  in  policy  when  the  Labour  government 
came  into  office.  The  party  had  shown  little  interest  in  Burma  and  had 
given  its  approval  of  the  White  Paper,  which  it  therefore  observed  as 
well.  Dorman-Smith  received  instructions  accordingly:  he  was  to  see  to 
it  that  the  AFPFL  did  not  come  to  power  prematurely  and  without 
elections — for  the  time  being,  in  fact,  he  was  to  issue  no  statements  on 
dominion  status!^®  In  this  sense,  the  Labour  government  s  policy  was 
more  conservative  than  that  of  Mountbatten. 

We  cannot  go  into  detail  here  on  the  complex  situation  in  Burma 
during  the  next  months.  In  spite  of  the  good  relations  between  Dorman- 
Smith  and  Aung  San,  tensions  between  the  administration  and  the 
AFPFL  became  more  and  more  acute.  The  young  nationalist  hero  of 
liberated  Burma  was  unable  to  turn  the  AFPFL,  which  until  then  had 
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been  a  kind  of  collective  movement  composed  of  various  groups,  into  a 
modern  mass  party  organization  with  branches  in  the  provinces  and 
auxiliary  organizations  (youth  movements  and  unions).  Instead  he  formed 
a  kind  of  party  army,  the  “People’s  Volunteer  Organization”,  and  with 
its  support  he  was  able  to  boycott  official  decisions  and  threaten  insur¬ 
rection.  In  the  face  of  this  threat,  Dorman-Smith  requested  his  govern¬ 
ment  to  re-examine  the  White  Paper  in  April  1946,  believing  that  the 
situation  could  be  resolved  only  if  the  League  was  given  a  part  in  the 
government,  a  constitutional  assembly  elected  soon  and  Burma  granted 
dominion  status  in  1948.^®  By  so  doing,  the  governor  recognized  the 
AFPFL  as  the  major  Burmese  party,  representing  the  majority  of  the 
population,  and  took  the  stand  Mountbatten  had  already  taken  months 
ago.  Open  conflict  must  be  avoided  at  all  costs,  since  Britain  no  longer 
had  enough  troops  to  suppress  a  rebellion  and  the  Indian  army  could 
not  be  used.  .  .  . 

The  Times  called  for  action  again.  It  said  the  tense  situation  in  Burma 
was  a  threat  to  reconstruction  and  the  Burmese  were  afraid  that  the  new 
loan  of  eighty  million  pounds  would  be  used  as  a  pretext  for  maintaining 
British  rule.  Attlee’s  15  March  declaration  on  India  had  made  a  great 
impression,  said  The  Times;  now  Britain  should  recognize  Burma’s  right 
to  independence  and  give  the  younger  nationalist  leaders  a  part  in  the 
interim  government — in  fact,  defense  and  foreign  policy  should  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  them!®® 

At  last  the  Labour  government  took  the  initiative.  Dorman-Smith  was 
ordered  back  to  London,  dismissed  in  rather  unseemly  fashion,  and  re¬ 
placed  by  Sir  Ranee,  a  former  colleague  of  Lord  Mountbatten.  Mount- 
batten  himself  had  proposed  Sir  Ranee  to  Attlee  and  urged  Attlee  to 
take  action!  Decisions  now  followed  in  rapid  succession.  Ranee  reor¬ 
ganized  his  executive  council  and  Aung  San  was  made  second-in-com¬ 
mand  and  put  in  charge  of  defence  and  foreign  policy  [!].  Since  Aung 
San  also  controlled  the  majority  of  ministers  through  the  AFPFL,  he 
was  practically  prime  minister.  On  10  November  the  Burmese  issued  a 
kind  of  ultimatum:  elections  for  the  constitutional  assembly  should  take 
place  in  April,  and  by  31  January  1947  London  must  consent  to  granting 
Burma  full  independence  within  a  year.®i  So  the  British  prime  minister 
was  obliged  to  speed  up  the  pace.  On  20  December  he  declared  in  the 
House  of  Commons  that  he  had  invited  a  delegation  from  the  Burmese 
executive  council  to  London  in  order  to  confer  with  it  on  constitutional 
questions.  The  White  Paper  must  be  replaced  and,  like  India,  Burma 
must  receive  self-government  as  soon  as  possible. 

We  do  not  desire  to  retain  within  the  Commonwealth  and  Empire  any 

unwilling  peoples.  It  is  for  the  people  of  Burma  to  decide  their  own  future, 

but  we  are  certain  Aat  it  will  be  to  their  interest,  as  it  will  be  to  ours,  if 

they  decide  to  remain  within  the  Commonwealth.  ...  it  is  the  desire  and 
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intention  of  HMG  to  hasten  forward  the  time  when  Burma  shall  realise 
her  independence,  either  within  or  without  the  Commonwealth 

At  the  time  of  the  Cripps  proposals  to  India  in  1942,  Britain  had 
already  had  to  abandon  the  theory,  considered  self-evident  until  then, 
that  full  self-government  could  be  granted  only  in  the  form  of  dominion 
status  within  the  Commonwealth.  Now  Attlee  accepted  the  possibility 
that  Burma  too  could  become  independent.  He  may  have  hoped  that 
this  unexpected  willingness  to  make  concessions  would  assuage  the 
suspicions  of  Aung  San  and  his  comrades  who  demanded  independence 
and  were  under  Communist  pressure,  and  make  it  easier  for  them  to  re¬ 
main  in  the  Commonwealth  in  spite  of  everything. 

It  was  too  late  to  debate  this  in  the  House  of  Commons,  but  Churchill 
took  the  opportunity  to  protest,  and  declared,  in  characteristically  gran¬ 
diose  and  polemic  words: 

It  was  said,  in  the  days  of  the  great  administration  of  Lord  Chatham,  that 
one  had  to  get  up  very  early  in  the  morning  in  order  not  to  miss  some  of 
the  gains  and  accessions  of  territory  which  were  then  characteristic  of  our 
fortunes.  The  no  less  memorable  administration  of  the  right  hon.  Centle- 
man  opposite  is  distinguished  for  the  opposite  set  of  experiences.  The 
British  Empire  seems  to  be  ranning  off  almost  as  fast  as  the  American 
loan.  The  steady  and  remorseless  process  of  divesting  ourselves  of  what  has 
been  gained  by  so  many  generations  of  toil,  administration  and  sacrifice 
continues.  In  the  case  of  Burma  it  is  hardly  a  year  since,  by  the  superb 
exertions  of  the  Fourteenth  Army  and  enormous  sacrifices  in  life  and 
treasure — sacrifices  in  British  blood  and  in  Indian  blood — the  Japanese 
were  forced  to  surrender,  destroyed  or  driven  out,  and  the  country  was 
liberated.-  And  yet,  although  barely  a  year  has  passed  away,  there  is  this 
extraordinary  haste  that  we  should  take  the  necessary  measures  to  get 
out  of  Burma  finally  and  forever. 

He  said  Attlee’s  action  was  over-hasty;  it  was  not  preceded  by  elections 
and  it  sacrificed  old  friends:  “This  haste  is  appalling.  ‘Scuttle’  is  the 

only  word  that  can  be  applied.”®^  The  conservative  Daily  Telegraph 

(21  December)  and  the  Yorkshire  Post  (21  December)  agreed  with 

Churchill’s  criticisms,  and  prophesied  evil  consequences;  while  The  Times 

(21  December),  the  Manchester  Guardian,  and  the  Economist  agreed 
with  Attlee’s  declaration,  saying  that  only  far-reaching  concessions  of 
this  kind  could  make  British  policy  sound  convincing  and  perhaps  lead 
to  some  agreement. 

It  is  tempting  to  take  the  prime  minister’s  statement  and  Churchill  s 
polemic  as  representative  attitudes— although  they  referred  to  a  specific 
situation.  One  speaker  was  an  old  diehard,  conscious  of  a  great  tradition, 
forced  to  watch  the  “liquidation  of  the  Empire”  and  trying  to  slow  down 
the  wheels  of  history.  The  other  was  the  leader  of  what  was  formerly  the 
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opposition;  finding  himself  in  a  dangerous  situation  he  took  decisive 
action  in  order  to  adapt  to  the  precipitate  events  and  to  prevent  by 
generous  concessions  a  final  and  ominous  break  with  the  nationalist 
emancipation  movement. 

In  January  1947,  while  preparations  were  under  way  to  deal  with  re¬ 
bellion  in  case  negotiations  proved  unsuccessful,  a  Burmese  delegation 
flew  to  London.  The  delegates  came  with  suspicion,  expecting  to  be 
met  with  delaying  tactics,  but  were  soon  convinced  of  Attlee’s  genuine 
goodwill.®^  The  following  agreement  was  reached:  the  interim  govern¬ 
ment  would  be  recognized  as  a  dominion  government,  the  parliament, 
which  was  soon  to  be  elected,  was  to  work  out  the  new  constitution  and 
submit  it  for  inspection  to  the  British  Parliament.  Special  agreements 
were  promised  for  economic  questions  and  the  problem  of  the  mountain 
tribes.  Aung  San  succeeded  with  difficulty  in  persuading  his  followers  to 
accept  this  agreement.  No  decisions  had  been  made  at  the  time  about 
Burma’s  membership  in  the  Commonwealth.  It  seems,  however,  that 
after  a  struggle  the  Burmese  leader  finally  established  that  Burma  would 
remain  within  the  Commonwealth,  but  he  was  under  great  pressure  and 
could  not  declare  himself  openly.  In  May  1947  the  AFPFL  congress 
finally  decided  in  favour  of  full  independence,  evidently  on  the  as¬ 
sumption  that  India  would  also  leave  the  Commonwealth! 

The  Labour  government  did  not  let  these  developments  intimidate  it. 
It  successfully  resisted  the  conservative  threat  to  suspend  promised  financial 
aid  and  signed  a  generous  agreement  on  the  transfer  of  power.  In  this 
way  it  proved  its  desire  to  maintain  good  relations  even  if  Burma  de¬ 
cided  to  leave  the  Commonwealth.  After  the  tragic  assassination  of 
Aung  San  and  a  number  of  his  ministers  on  19  July,  U  Nu  came  into 
power  and  signed  the  actual  independence  treaty  with  Attlee  on  17 
October  1947’  occasion  of  the  proclamation  of  independence  on 

4  January  1948,  the  Burmese  prime  minister  said: 

We  lost  our  independence  without  losing  our  self-respect,  we  clung  to  our 
culture  and  our  traditions  and  these  we  now  hold  to  cherish  and  to 
develop.  .  .  .  We  part  without  rancour  and  in  friendship  from  the  great 
British  nation  which  held  us  in  fee.®® 

What  does  this  brief  summary  of  events  in  Burma  mean  in  the  context 
of  our  discussion?  London  did  not  realize  in  time  that  Britain’s  military 
defeat  and  the  Japanese  occupation  of  South-East  Asia  had  fundamentally 
altered  the  situation  within  Burma.  British  prestige  had  suffered  and  the 
colonial  administration  was  temporarily  out  of  action.  There  had  been  a 
political,  social  and  psychological  landslide;  Japanese  rule  had  produced 
an  entirely  new  class  of  nationalists  who  established  themselves  as  the 
legitimate  representatives  of  the  Burmese  people.  Their  claims  had  to 
be  taken  seriously  in  1945-  Conditions  in  Burma  were  entirely  different 
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from  those  in  other  territories  where  British  rule  was  perhaps  opposed, 
but  had  not  been  interrupted.  London  did,  in  fact,  take  far  more  notice 
than  before  1941  of  the  Asian  emancipation  movements,  which  had 
gained  impetus  through  the  war  and  in  the  fight  against  Japan.  But  it 
still  thought  Britain  could  return  to  Burma  as  a  liberator  and  that  it 
would  be  able  to  eliminate  the  army  organized  by  the  “traitors”  Aung 
San  and  his  followers,  as  well  as  the  new  political  organizations,  without 
much  difficulty.  London  imagined  that  the  promise  of  dominion  status 
would  be  sufficient  proof  of  Britain’s  willingness  to  reform.  No  doubt 
the  argument  that  the  vital  work  of  reconstruction  came  first  and  that 
constitutional  questions  could  not  be  discussed  until  after  a  transitional 
period,  was  well-meant.  Perhaps  it  was  even  “objectively  correct”,  al¬ 
though  the  internal  disorder  in  Burma  after  independence  cannot  be 
taken  as  evidence  of  this  since  the  assassination  of  the  leaders  was  hardly 
forseeable.  But  it  was  not  relevant  to  the  internal  situation  in  Burma 
after  the  Japanese  occupation.  Burma  did  not  want  a  “benevolent  ad¬ 
ministration”,  it  wanted  the  withdrawal  of  the  colonial  power.  It  did  not 
want  good  government,  but  self-government!  The  young  generation  of 
revolutionary  nationalists  that  had  emerged  during  the  war  was  not  pre¬ 
pared  to  wait  until  London  decided  to  honour  its  promises  at  the 
proper  time”.  It  wanted  immediate  independence  and  intended  to  exploit 
Britain’s  weakness  to  the  full  and  to  use  the  newly  formed  mass  or¬ 
ganizations  as  a  means  of  exerting  pressure. 

Even  if  statements  giving  generous  concessions  and  precise  dates  had 
been  issued  earlier,  this  might  still  not  have  created  a  solid  basis  for  trust 
and  negotiations.  The  1945  White  Paper,  however,  certainly  came  too 
late  and  was  far  too  conservative  in  tone  to  have  done  so.  Perhaps  Lord 
Mountbatten’s  policy  would  have  been  more  successful  in  persuading 
Burma  to  remain  in  the  Commonwealth  if  Aung  San  had  been  included 
in  an  interim  government  and  if  his  party  had  been  accepted  as  the  most 

important  voice  of  the  Burmese  people. 

The  case  of  Burma  showed  that  after  a  certain  point  the  earlier  pledges 
of  “ultimate  self-government”  were  no  longer  enough.  London  refused 
to  be  specific  about  its  promises,  or  to  fix  timetables,  as  the  Americans 
did  in  the  Philippines,  so  that  British  declarations  lost  conviction  and 
became  ineffectual.  In  fact  Britain  did  not  simply  offer  stubborn  resistance 
nor  did  it  allow  an  open  break  to  occur;  but  it  was  overcome  by  events 
and  as  a  result,  turned  to  the  defensive  and  merely  “reacted  m  the 
end!  London  had  mistakenly  assumed  that  it  still  had  full  control  over 
Burmese  policy  and  need  not  grant  concessions  until  it  seemed  advisab  e. 
So  it  was  eventually  driven  into  a  situation  where  it  was  forced  to  make 
decisions  on  very  short  notice. 

The  Labour  government’s  policy  was  not  fundamentally  different  from 
that  of  the  rather  conservative  coalition  government  of  the  war  years 
Yet  it  was  the  Labour  party  which,  at  the  last  possible  moment,  change 
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course  and  led  Aung  San  to  the  conference  table.  It  did  not  manage 
to  persuade  Burma  to  remain  in  the  Commonwealth,  yet  it  did  manage 
to  avoid  open  conflict.  Any  further  delays,  such  as  a  conservative  govern¬ 
ment  would  probably  have  tried  to  impose,  would  have  destroyed  the 
last  chance  of  peace  and  led  to  serious  unrest.  It  is  quite  conceivable 
that  left-wing  radical  elements  within  the  AFPFL  would  then  have 
seized  power.  But  the  departure  of  the  colonial  power  at  the  last 
moment,  thanks  to  Attlee,  made  it  possible  for  the  Burmese  Government 
to  ask  Britain  for  military  and  economic  aid  in  iqqy-ig^S  during  the 
Communist  rebellion,  and  in  this  way  to  assert  itself  successfully  in  the 
dangerous  struggle. 

While  Burma  demanded  and  received  full  independence  after  the 
Second  World  War,  Ceylon  was  content  with  dominion  status.  This  dif¬ 
ference  was  not  coincidental.  It  was  based  on  the  entirely  different 
conditions  in  the  two  countries  during  the  final  phase  of  decolonization. 
By  this  we  do  not  mean  difference  of  race,  language  or  historical  tradition, 
nor  the  particular  problems  of  a  plural  society  in  either  case,  but  the 
fact  that  Ceylon  was  not  directly  affected  by  the  war  and  was  not 
occupied  by  the  Japanese.  In  this  respect,  the  case  of  Burma  has  more  in 
common  with  that  of  Indonesia  and  Indochina  than  does  Ceylon.  In 
Burma,  the  colonial  power  collapsed  with  the  Japanese  occupation,  young 
social-revolutionary  nationalists  replaced  the  old  leaders  and  gained  enough 
popular  support  to  enable  them  to  face  the  returning  colonial  power  in 
1945  with  a  fait  accompli  and  to  claim  full  independence.  But  develop¬ 
ments  in  Ceylon  proceeded  along  the  “prescribed”  lines  of  the  con¬ 
stitution.  Ceylon  was  led  by  an  older  generation  of  politicians,  recruited 
from  the  British-trained  elite,  who  were  not  supported  by  the  masses, 
were  prepared  to  compromise,  and  preferred  evolution  to  revolution.®® 

Ceylon  had  been  granted  semi-responsible  government  in  1931,  not 
on  the  Westminster  model  as  in  the  case  of  Burma  in  1937,  but  in  the 
manner  of  the  London  County  Council — a  council  of  state  with  general 
franchise  whose  departmental  heads  formed  a  kind  of  cabinet.  It  is 
debatable  how  well  this  constitution  worked  and  whether  it  produced 
positive  results.  Certainly  the  Ceylonese  gained  experience  in  political 
decision-making  and  administrative  responsibility,  but  the  main  objective 
of  this  rather  curious  special  ruling,  namely  to  relieve  “communal” 
frictions,  was  not  successful.®'^  Opposition  to  the  constitution  did  not 
die,  whether  because  Ceylonese  politicians  already  demanded  full  do¬ 
minion  status,  or  whether  because  the  minority  groups,  especially  the 
Tamils,  felt  neglected  and  demanded  more  representation  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration  and  in  the  cabinet  council.  Some  criticized  the  depart¬ 
mental  system  as  being  a  form  of  discrimination:  Great  Britain  had  re¬ 
fused  the  Ceylonese  its  own,  much-praised  parliamentary  system!  In 
1938  the  governor.  Sir  Andrew  Caldecott,  Joined  the  critics  and  advised 
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London  to  introduce  a  “cabinet  of  the  normal  type”,  although  without 
restricting  the  governor’s  power.  Tlie  council  of  state  refused  this  pro¬ 
posal,  saying  the  minorities  demanded  additional  seeurities. 

The  Seeond  World  War  gave  Ceylon  an  opportunity  to  demand  new 
eoneessions  with  a  view  to  full  self-government.  On  1  September  1941  the 
eolonial  minister  acknowledged  “the  urgeney  and  importanee  of  reform 
of  the  eonstitution”,  but  did  not  want  to  discuss  it  until  after  the  war.®* 
As  in  the  case  of  Burma  and  India,  London  refused  to  introduee  eon- 
stitutional  reforms  during  the  war,  nor  would  it  make  any  speeifie 
promises;  it  mentioned  neither  dominion  status  nor  a  timetable.  At  the 
time  of  the  Cripps  mission  to  India,  the  state  eouncil  demanded  that 
Ceylon  too  should  be  promised  dominion  status  and  that  the  mission 
should  also  visit  Ceylon,  but  neither  request  was  granted.®® 

Finally,  in  May  1943,  the  British  Government  gave  in  to  the  demands 
of  Ceylonese  leaders,  as  well  as  those  of  the  governor  and  eommanders- 
in-ehief,  and  issued  a  specific  declaration  of  its  Ceylon  policy.  After  the 
fall  of  Hong-Kong  and  Singapore,  Ceylon  had  beeome  a  major  military 
base  and  raw  material  supplier.  Aecording  to  the  deelaration,  Ceylon  was 
to  receive  “full  responsible  Government  under  the  Crown  in  all  matters 
of  internal  administration”  while  Britain  reserved  itself  foreign  policy, 
defense,  foreign  trade  and  eurreney.  After  the  war,  said  London,  it 
would  be  prepared  to  diseuss  proposals  from  the  Ceylonese  ministers.^® 
Britain  did  not  promise  dominion  status  but  only  internal  autonomy. 

The  offer  to  the  ministers  to  submit  their  own  proposals  was  a  good 
psyehologieal  move.  It  proved  London’s  willingness  to  collaborate  and 
meant  abandonment  of  the  former  stipulation  that  a  new  eonstitution 
eould  be  imposed  only  on  the  basis  of  a  British  eommission  s  report.  It 
must  remain  an  open  question  whether  Britain  secretly  hoped  that  the 
Ceylonese,  like  the  Indians,  would  not  be  able  to  solve  their  communal 
problems  and  would  not  manage  to  submit  any  proposals  whieh  were 
agreed  to  by  all  the  rival  communities.  The  addition  to  the  May  declara¬ 
tion,  namely  that  the  Ceylonese  proposals  must  obtain  a  two-thirds 
majority  in  the  state  council,  could  be  interpreted  in  this  way.  But  in 
itself  the  demand  that  the  Singhalese  majority  in  the  eabinet  work  out 
a  eompromise  which  would  satisfy  at  least  a  proportion  of  the  minority 
groups,  was  justifiable.  In  February  i944>  proposals,  largely  omu 
lated  by  the  notable  English  constitutional  lawyer  Sir  Ivor  Jennings, 
then  reetor  of  the  University  of  Colombo,  were  submitted  to  the  g(W- 
ernor.  However,  they  did  not  get  the  necessary  two-thirds  majority  in  the 
state  council  and  were  violently  criticized  by  the  minority  groups. 

The  British  Government  took  this  as  a  pretext  for  setting  up  a  com¬ 
mission  under  Lord  Soulbury  to  examine  the  Ceylonese  proposals  and 
to  gauge  the  opinions  of  the  different  eommunities.  Ceylonese  politicians 
naturally  interpreted  this  as  a  delaying  taetie  and,  offieially  at  least,  boy- 
eotted  the  eommission.  The  eommission’s  report  in  September  i945> 
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ever,  was  on  the  same  lines  as  the  proposals,  though  it  demanded  a 
second  parliamentary  chamber  and  said  that  the  governor’s  position 
should  be  strengthened.  The  majority  of  politically  aware  Ceylonese  were 
in  favour  of  a  constitution  on  the  British  model,  the  commission  said, 
and  were  familiar  with  the  language,  history  and  laws  of  Great  Britain, 
The  mass  of  the  population  still  lacked  political  maturity,  yet  “we  think 
it  better  to  devise  a  Constitution  somewhat  in  advance  of  the  stage 
already  reached  rather  than  behind  it”.^^  Previously,  the  motto  of  the 
Colonial  Office  had  been:  better  too  slow  than  too  fast.  Now,  in  the 
war,  Britain  wished  to  demonstrate  that  it  was  eager  for  reforms!  Thus 
the  report  also  decided  the  old  question  of  whether  one  could  and 
should  transfer  the  British  representative  system  to  an  Asian  people  or 
whether  one  should  try  to  find  a  more  suitable  system  of  responsible 
government.  India  had  already  shown  that  London  had  no  option  but 
to  gradually  introduce  the  British  system  of  government.  As  long  as 
the  proposals— for  instance  for  a  presidential  system  of  the  American 
type— did  not  come  from  the  nationalists,  any  other  solution  seemed  to 
be  a  delaying  tactic  or  discrimination. 

The  report  was  confirmed  by  the  White  Paper  of  31  October  1945^^ 
which  in  turn  became  the  basis  of  the  new  constitution  of  1946.^^  It  is 
important  to  note  that  in  spite  of  cabinet  demands  and  the  personal 
intervention  of  the  prime  minister,  Senanayake,  dominion  status  had  not 
yet  been  granted:  “It  is  clearly  not  possible  to  reach  that  goal  in  a  single 
step.  London  was  very  conscious  of  its  strategic  interests  in  Ceylon.  The 
White  Paper  merely  said  that  the  British  Government  had  “sympathy” 
for  the  Ceylonese  desire  to  undertake  the  final  step  toward  full  inde¬ 
pendence,  and  that  this  depended  on  the  functioning  of  the  constitu¬ 
tion.  These  words  may  have  contributed  to  the  state  council  acceptance 
of  the  constitution  in  November  1946  by  51  votes  to  3,  a  result  that 
underlines  the  special  situation  that  existed  in  Ceylon  and  the  moderate 
nationalism  of  its  leaders,  in  particular  the  prime  minister.  Neither 
India  nor  Burma  would  have  been  prepared  to  accept  anything  less 
than  full  dominion  status  by  the  end  of  1945! 

Naturally  Ceylonese  demands  exceeded  British  concessions.  In  Feb¬ 
ruary  1947,  ^  letter  to  the  colonial  minister,  Senanayake  demanded 

dominion  status.  In  autumn  1946  there  had  been  strikes.  In  view  of  the 
coming  elections,  the  prime  minister  had  strengthened  his  party.  New 
disturbances  were  possible  and  would  have  initiated  the  demand  for  full 
independence.  Since  they  had  an  interest  in  Senanayake  winning  the 
elections,  the  governor,  the  colonial  minister  and  the  Colonial  Office 
supported  his  demands,  while  the  government  hesitated,  wanting  to 
keep  Ceylon  as  a  strategic  base.^^  Massive  pressure  from  the  Ceylonese 
finally  persuaded  the  Labour  government  to  give  in.  Further  hesitation 
would  have  threatened  what  had  already  been  gained,  weakened  Britain’s 
prestige  in  Asia  and  in  addition  strengthened  the  position  of  the  ex- 
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tremists.  On  i8  June  1947,  Creech-Jones  declared  in  the  House  of 
Commons  that,  as  soon  as  the  new  government  came  into  office,  negotia¬ 
tions  would  begin  for  Ceylon  to  receive  “fully  responsible  Government”.^® 
The  agreement  of  11  November  granted  Ceylon  dominion  status,  but 
allowed  Britain  to  keep  its  naval  and  air  bases  until  1956  and  to  give 
military  assistance.  The  Ceylon  Independence  Bill  was  passed  on  4 
February  1948.^® 

Ceylon  demonstrated  the  road  to  self-government  in  “exemplary  fash¬ 
ion”:  decolonization  proceeded  in  accordance  with  the  many  implicit 
or  explicit  British  pronouncements.  Without  breaking  with  the  mother 
country,  after  a  number  of  preliminary  stages,  the  colony  finally  received 
dominion  status,  i.e.  “Self-Government  within  the  British  Empire”.  In 
spite  of  friction  and  tensions,  in  spite  of  nationalist  demands  and  British 
resistance,r  both  partners  always  showed  themselves  ready  for  negotiation 
and  compromise.  This  was  how  England  had  imagined  decolonization! 
And  so,  justifiably  we  think,  Britain  was  very  proud  that  in  the  case  of 
Ceylon  the  process  of  emancipation  took  place  according  to  mutual 
agreement,  without  unrest,  boycotts  or  threats  of  riots,  and  also  without 
repression  and  bloodshed.  Accordingly,  on  4  December  Lord  Addison, 
the  former  minister  for  the  dominions,  declared  in  the  House  of  Lords: 

This  is  the  first  occasion  in  our  history  upon  which  a  Colony,  developing 
this  system  of  Self-Government  of  its  own  accord,  has  deliberately  sought 
to  become  a  Dominion  State  in  our  Commonwealth  .  .  .  but  we  hope  and 
expect  that  it  will  not  be  the  last.^'^ 

This  short  survey  is  also  meant  to  show  that  London  did  not  really 
plan  the  individual  steps  in  decolonizing  its  territories,  but  simply  granted 
demands  and  made  concessions  as  it  considered  necessary.  London  had  no 
definite  timetables.  It  had  planned  on  much  longer  interim  stages,  which 
it  gradually  shortened  under  pressure.  Contributing  to  this  speeding  up 
were  the  nationalists,  who  constantly  increased  their  demands  and  strength¬ 
ened  their  party  organization,  and  the  general  situation  in  Asia  after  the 
war:  Singapore,  the  American  pressure,  the  example  of  India.  A  significant 
change  of  attitude  began  to  emerge  in  Britain.  Hitherto  Britain  had  hoped 
that  its  resistance  to  emancipation  movements  and  stubborn  adherence 
to  its  position  of  power  would  uphold  the  power  of  the  Empire  and 
Britain’s  irrevocable  intention  to  have  an  important  say  in  Asia.  But 
now  Britain  wanted  to  assure  its  prestige  by  voluntarily  introducing 
decolonization.  The  goodwill  Britain  had  won  by  its  withdrawal  from 
India  must  not  be  lost  by  a  display  of  all  too  stubborn  resistance  in 
another  country. 

Nothing  demonstrates  the  new  relationship  between  Europe  and  Asia 
after  1945  better  than  this  hitherto  unknown  consideration  of  prestige. 
Naturally,  London  had  an  interest  in  delaying  its  withdrawal  from 
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colonial  positions,  and  military  considerations  were  probably  more  im¬ 
portant  than  economie  ones;  naturally  London’s  concessions  always  trailed 
slightly  behind  actual  events.  But  Britain  proved  flexible  enough  to  change 
course  on  time  and  to  avoid  open  disagreement.  In  the  case  of  Ceylon, 
the  adaptation  was  relatively  easy,  since  London  was  faced  only  by 
moderate  nationalists  who  did  not  aim  at  social  revolution  and  wanted 
to  maintain  good  relations  with  Britain.  But,  paradoxically,  this  only 
hastened  Britain’s  withdrawal:  London  had  to  make  concessions  in  order 
to  support  the  moderates  and  prevent  worse  things  from  happening.  In 
view  of  the  rapidly  increasingly  revolutionary  movement  in  Asia,  and 
later  in  Africa,  the  colonial  power  had  to  be  content  if  it  could  hand 
over  control  to  a  moderate  nationalist  movement  and  create  a  favourable 
basis  for  relations  in  the  post-colonial  era! 

Finally,  by  not  demanding  independence  (as  the  Indians  and  the 
Burmese  nationalists  did  after  1945),  but  merely  dominion  status,  the 
Ceylonese  involuntarily  acted  in  accordance  with  the  British  feeling, 
which  made  it  easier  for  London  to  accede  to  their  demands.  It  is  not 
surprising  that  the  decolonization  of  Ceylon  gave  rise  to  little  discussion 
or  even  protest  in  the  mother  country.  The  grant  of  dominion  status 
was  not  so  mueh  a  “liquidation  of  the  Empire”  as  its  conversion  into 
an  extended  Commonwealth. 


FROM  LEGISLATIVE  COUNCIL  TO  INDEPENDENCE; 
THE  GOLD  COAST  AND  NIGERIA 


We  are  concerned  here  with  depicting  the  emancipation  movement 
in  West  Afriea  which  began  with  the  Second  World  War.  As  we  have 
seen,  the  Atlantie  Charter  and  London’s  twofold  reaetion  to  it  provoked 
the  West  African  Students’  Union  to  issue  a  declaration  demanding, 
among  other  things,  a  united  Nigeria  and  a  federal  constitution.  After 
the  fall  of  Singapore  and  Malaya,  the  students  specified  their  immediate 
aims  and  demanded  “internal  self-government”,  to  be  followed  by  full 
self-government  within  five  years  after  the  war.^  After  the  blockade 
of  the  Mediterranean  and  the  loss  of  Malaya,  West  Africa  became  an 
important  strategie  and  economic  base  for  the  Allies.  At  the  beginning 
of  the  war,  London  thought  it  could  not  purchase  the  entire  West 
African  production  of  vital  crops,  cocoa  for  instance,  -due  to  lack  of 
shipping  space,  and  waited  for  a  production  crisis  to  arise.  But  instead, 
production  increased  considerably  after  1942.  In  June,  Churchill  appointed 
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Lord  Swinton  (the  former  colonial  minister  Cunliffe)  minister-resident 
for  West  Africa,  thus  underlining  the  great  importance  of  the  Gold 
Coast  and  Nigeria  to  the  Allies.^  London  imported  the  entire  production 
of  cocoa,  palm-oil,  palm-nuts,  groundnuts,  cotton,  tin,  diamonds  and 
bauxite,  and  even  promoted  local  industrialization.  Very  soon,  state  of¬ 
fices  supervised  most  of  the  West  African  economy.  Tlie  African  pro¬ 
ducers  and  middlemen  profited,  more  workers  were  hired  and  immigration 
to  urban  centres  reached  a  critical  level.  In  1942  London  sent  a  labour 
adviser  to  Nigeria,  and  by  July  1942  the  unions  joined  to  form  the 
Nigeria  Trade  Union  Congress,  which  was  to  gain  political  power  in 
years  to  come.®  A  general  strike  was  even  proclaimed  in  1945.  Thus  the 
war  gave  a  great  impetus  to  “social  disintegration  and  social  mobilization”. 
Excessive  purchasing  power,  the  lack  of  imported  consumer  goods  and 
rising  prices;  added  to  the  many  official  rulings,  created  dissatisfaction 
and  provoked  political  agitation,  particularly  after  the  war. 

West  Africa  became  a  supply  centre  for  the  Near  and  Far  East.  With 
the  help  of  African  labour,  the  Allied  forces  built  airports  (thirty  in 
Nigeria  alone),  expanded  ports,  bought  planes  and  built  repair  works. 
Countless  Africans  of  all  social  classes  came  into  contact  with  whites 
for  the  first  time.  In  addition,  Africans  were  given  military  training  and 
a  number  of  African  divisions  fought  in  North  and  East  Africa  and  in 
Burma. 

The  Second  World  War  acted  as  a  kind  of  catalyst.  National  or¬ 
ganizations  had  begun  to  appear  in  the  inter-war  years,  but  they  had 
been  restricted  to  a  rather  narrow  class.  Now  economic  expansion  and 
its  social  effects  began  to  arouse  political  awareness.  African  soldiers  who 
were  released  after  the  war  offered  political  organizations  a  new  field  of 
recruitment.  New  leaders  appeared;  Azikiwe  and  Awolowo  in  Nigeria, 
Danquah  and  Nkmmah  in  the  Gold  Coast.  Influential  figures,  educated 
in  England  and  America,  they  were  no  longer  mere  individuals  facing 
the  colonial  administration  and  voicing  African  demands  while  loyally 
collaborating  with  the  councils  and  committees.  Now  they  had  the 
sympathy  of  the  masses,  adopted  radical  slogans  and  tried  to  impose 
concessions  on  the  mother  country  through  their  organizations,  parties 
and  demonstrations. 

Even  during  the  tenure  of  the  Labour  government,  the  administration 
at  first  underestimated  the  strength  of  the  West  African  emancipation 
movements.  In  spite  of  its  readiness  to  speed  up  reforms,  Britain  still  did 
not  see  any  need  to  take  the  ‘^educated  Africans  too  seriously  and 
continued  to  think  it  could  relegate  them  to  local  government.  The 
unexpectedly  rapid  transition  from  legislative  council  to  full  independence 
was  largely  imposed  on  the  British  Government;  after  1945’  icfoims  were 
always  answers  to  resistance  or  pressure  from  the  nationalist  opposition. 
However,  after  its  initial  hesitation,  Britain  once  again  showed  that  it 
could  cope  with  the  challenge  and  followed  the  new  course  to  its  logical 
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conclusion.  The  Conservative  government  continued  as  the  Labour  gov¬ 
ernment  had  begun. 

Once  again  Margery  Perham  reflected  hovi'  London  saw  the  immediate 
future  of  West  Africa  during  and  just  after  the  war.  In  1941,  in  a 
brochure  addressed  primarily  to  African  students,  she  skilfully  compared 
the  British  attitude  with  African  demands.^  She  defended  indirect  rule, 
advised  the  Africans  to  study  anthropology,  and  stressed  the  role  of  the 
unions.  But: 

One  thing  is  certain:  that  you  must  have  foreign  rulers,  and  for  a  long 

time  to  come  .  .  .  to-day  you  have  more  need  of  the  British  nation  than 

we  have  of  you. 

This  was  a  well-meant  but  rather  paternalistic  piece  of  advice  to  the 
young  educated  elite  to  come  to  terms  with  colonial  rule! 

In  October  1945,  Margery  Perham  turned  to  American  readers  in  an 
article  in  Foreign  Affairs.^  She  said  Africa  could  not  be  compared  to 
the  Philippines  or  Puerto  Rico  as  it  was  “unready  for  anything  ap¬ 
proaching  independence”.  Long-standing  contact  between  the  colony 
and  the  mother  country  produces  a  political  and  intellectual  community, 
she  wrote,  and  “develops  close  ties  of  interest  and  sentiment”,  thereby 
also  increasing  the  colony’s  desire  to  enter  into  a  free  partnership  as  a 
dominion  in  the  Commonwealth.  These  words  were  aimed  at  American 
anti-colonialists  and  were  designed  to  explain  the  sense  and  significance 
of  the  Commonwealth.  They  also  showed  that  this  influential  expert  on 
Africa  not  only  reckoned  on  many  more  years  of  colonial  ties  but,  in  an 
optimism  that  seems  curious,  assumed  that  Britain’s  stay  in  Africa  would 
lead  not  to  a  conflict  with  the  emancipation  movements  but  to  an  ever 
better  understanding  between  them  and  the  colonial  power.  Two  years 
later,  however,  in  the  preface  to  Awolowo’s  book  Path  to  Nigerian  Free¬ 
dom,  Perham’s  benevolent  paternalism  gave  way  to  open  diseussion  with 
Nigerian  nationalists.  Britain,  she  said,  must  find  out  what  these  young 
people  believed  and  ask  itself,  “Have  we  really  accepted  this  change  of 
purpose?”  But  Margery  Perham  continued  to  believe  that  the  only  ques¬ 
tion  was  that  of  the  intransigence  of  a  few  hundred  people.  Awolowo  him¬ 
self  confirmed,  she  said,  that  there  was  not  as  yet  a  Nigerian  nation. 
The  time  when  Nigeria  would  join  a  federation  or  even  become  a 
nation  “is  still  far  away”.  Dominion  status,  she  admitted,  was  the  aim 
of  British  policy,  but  still  lay  in  the  far  distance.  First  came  Nigerian 
political  development  within  the  tribal  organizations  and  the  individual 
regions,  and  “Britain  may  for  long  be  required  to  provide  the  framework 
which  holds  these  groups  together  until  they  are  able  to  fuse  into  unity 
or  federation”.®  In  1947,  the  liberal  Mrs.  Perham,  who  looked  to  the 
masses  rather  than  to  the  nationalist  leaders,  still  eounted  on  a  long 
period  of  transition,  during  whieh  the  colonial  power  would  fulfil  its 
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civilizing  mission  more  or  less  undisturbed.  Tliis  assumpton,  based  on  a 
comprehensive  knowledge  of  African  social  structures  and  traditions  and 
of  the  problems  of  Nigerian  unity,  may  be  all  too  understandable;  but 
Margery  Perham  evidently  overlooked  the  catalyzing  effects  of  the  Second 
World  War  and  the  rapidly  growing  impatience  of  the  urban  bourgeois 
intelligentsia. 

Equally  noteworthy  is  the  attitude  of  W.  R.  Crocker,  who  aroused 
interest  in  1936  with  his  criticism  of  the  doctrinaire  rigidity  of  indirect 
rule.'^  This  former  colonial  official  stressed  his  impartiality  and  attacked 
the  self-praise  and  “cant”  he  had  observed  in  the  Empire  Day  speeches. 
But  he  vehemently  opposed  the  “heroic  schemes  of  economic  develop¬ 
ment”  which  were  being  discussed  at  the  time.  In  the  next  five  to  ten 
years,  Britain  would  have  to  take  care  lest  its  one-sided  policy  of  develop¬ 
ment  did  not  entirely  fragment  African  society.  It  would  be  a  pity  if  the 
African  masses  marched  into  the  factories  and  were  exposed  without 
protection  to  the  most  dubious  products  of  Western  civilization.  The 
African  economy  was  far  too  important  to  be  allowed  to  founder  and 
efforts  should  be  made  to  evolve  an  “organie  policy”  on  the  lines  of  the 
American  TVA.  The  same  applied,  he  thought,  to  political  reforms. 
Crocker  was  in  favour  of  indirect  rule  only  according  to  Lugard  s  inter¬ 
pretation;  he  discussed  reforms  and— surprisingly— criticized  what  he  con¬ 
sidered  a  one-sided  emphasis  on  the  urban  minority. 

The  colonial  powers  have  indeed  pushed  too  far.  Their  great  duty  today 
is  not  to  “develop”  Africa  but  to  slow  down  the  “development”  and  to  safe¬ 
guard  for  Africans  a  way  of  life.  .  . 

These  theories  were  not  intended  to  be  “colonialist”,  for  Crocker  was 
less  concerned  with  maintaining  colonial  rule  than  with  working  out  a 
form  of  social  and  political  development  conforming  to  African  condi¬ 
tions.  He  saw  the  complexity  of  the  problem  of  “development  ,  and  his 
sociological  arguments  are  worth  noting.  But  in  retrospect,  it  seems 
strange  that  he  wanted  a  “slow-down”  and  thought  that  concentration 
on  the  native  authorities  and  the  agricultural  production  in  Africa  would 
solve  the  critical  situation  and  prevent  an  all  too  rapid  emancipation. 
Here  he  was  perhaps  expressing  the  traditional  views  of  the  colonial 
official  who  had  worked  “in  the  bush”  and  felt  he  had  a  duty  to  the 
masses,  but  was  unfamiliar  with  the  urban  population  and  suspicious  of 
the  educated  African. 

Compared  to  Perham  and  Crocker,  Lord  Hailey  seems  much  more 
realistic.  Euphemisms  about  self-government  were  no  longer  enough,  he 
thought,  and  were  far  too  often  linked  to  “mental  reservations”.®  The 
time  factor  could  no  longer  be  neglected:  “the  time  within  which  we 
conceive  that  this  future  can  be,  or  may  be,  realized  is  in  fact  an  all 
important  factor.”  The  pace  of  development  had  vastly  increased,  he 
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said,  and  might  seem  anomalous  to  the  colonial  powers;  but  one  must 
take  into  consideration  the  effects  of  world  opinion,  the  United  Nations, 
and  events  in  Asia:  “I  suggest  that  we  are  likely  to  see  in  Africa  a 
rapidly  growing  process  of  decolonization."  Economic  development  and 
political  education  must  be  promoted  actively.  It  was  quite  possible  that 
the  Africans  would  not  remain  in  the  Commonwealth,  yet  one  should 
try  to  show  them  the  advantages  of  future  membership.  Hailey  did  not 
indulge  in  any  delusions  about  having  sufficient  time  to  plan  and  direct 
African  emanicipation  as  a  long-term  development  and  warned  against 
the  danger  of  trailing  behind  events. 

One  could  say  that  Britain’s  post-war  West  Africa  policy,  including 
that  of  the  Labour  government,  tended  to  be  guided  by  Margery  Perham’s 
theories,  whereas  after  1948  Britain  took  heed  of  Lord  Hailey’s  warnings. 

The  main  issue  was  the  reform  of  native  administrations.  We  have 
seen  that  the  criticism  of  indirect  rule  that  began  in  the  1930s  was 
generally  accepted  and  played  an  important  part  in  the  discussion  of  post¬ 
war  policy.  The  native  authorities  only  partly  fulfilled  their  function 
as  a  “training  ground"  on  the  local  level  for  self-government.  Economic 
development  and  the  extension  of  health  services  and  the  educational 
system  posed  new  problems  which  the  chiefs  and  elders,  who  often  could 
neither  read  nor  write,  could  not  deal  with  adequately.  The  Colonial 
Development  and  Welfare  Fund,  which  made  special  funds  available  for 
local  government,  required  an  efficient  administration  conforming  to 
modem  conditions.  Moreover,  the  class  of  young  educated  Africans  had 
become  more  and  more  important  and  began  to  organize  and  to  come 
into  conflict  with  the  traditional  authorities.  The  development  of  effective 
local  government  on  the  European  model  became  an  urgent  problem. 

As  early  as  1943  the  conservative  colonial  minister  Stanley  declared  in 
the  House  of  Commons: 

I  regard  the  extension  of  local  government  as  one  of  the  quickest  and 
certainly  the  surest  methods  of  making  certain  of  the  extension  of  central 
government.!® 

The  Labour  government  made  special  efforts  to  promote  effective 
native  authorities.  An  important  instruction  to  the  governors  in  1947 
stated  as  follows: 

I  believe  that  the  key  to  success  lies  in  the  development  of  an  efficient  and 
democratic  system  of  local  government.  The  African  governments  are  now 
beginning  to  put  their  ten-years  development  programs  into  execution. 
The  stage  has  been  reached  when  paper  plans  must  be  translated  into 
action  and  it  is  in  the  townships  and  villages  among  the  people  them¬ 
selves  that  much  of  this  action  must  take  place.  There  are  many  develop¬ 
ment  schemes  where  success  in  whole,  or  in  part,  depends  on  the  active 
co-operation  of  the  people  and  that  co-operation  can  best  be  secured  through 
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the  leadership  of  local  authorities.  Without  an  effective  sytem  of  local 
government  the  great  mass  of  the  African  population  will  derive  only 
partial  benefits  from  the  monies  granted  for  development  by  the  Colonial 
Legislatures.^^ 

The  generous  policy  of  development  announced  was  closely  related  to 
the  need  for  converting  the  native  authorities,  with  their  traditionally 
modest  sphere  of  influence,  into  modem  local  governments,  as  is  clearly 
evident  here.  The  political  aim  was  similar: 

An  efficient  and  democratic  system  of  local  government  is  in  fact  essential 
to  the  healthy  political  development  of  the  African  territories;  it  is  the 
foundation  on  which  their  progress  must  be  built. 

The  democratically  organized  local  authorities  were  not  to  serve  merely 
as  electoral  colleges  for  the  representative  bodies  and  to  furnish  political 
staff  for  the  central  legislature.  They  were  also  to  have  the  political  and 
educational  function  of  familiarizing  the  Africans  with  the  electoral  sys¬ 
tem,  parliamentary  procedure  and  administrative  responsibility.  It  was 
necessary,  said  the  secretary  of  state  for  the  colonies  in  1949,  to  represent 
more  than  just  the  “traditional  elements”  in  the  rural  areas,  and  to  in¬ 
clude 

the  rising  middle  classes,  the  farmers,  industrial  workers  and  the  educated 
minority  all  of  whom  have  an  important  part  to  play  in  the  growth  of  these 
institutions  in  their  home  areas.^^ 

The  plan  to  democratize  and  politicize  the  rural  areas  may  have  been 
connected  with  the  hope  of  being  able  to  confront  the  urban  organiza¬ 
tions  and  radical  nationalists  with  moderate  representatives  of  African 
emancipation,  thereby  at  least  temporarily  blocking  the  radical  elements 
The  administration  called  upon  British  history  and  reiterated  the  old 
theory  that  democratization  and  self-government  must  exist  in  the  local 
field  before  one  could  create  a  secure  basis  for  representative  institutions. 
Before  1939  London  thought  this  could  be  achieved  by  indirect  rule 
through  the  native  authorities  and  that  there  was  still  a  great  deal  of  time 
for  adjustment;  but  after  1945,  it  saw  the  urgency  of  the  need  for 
“modernization”  and  tried  hard  to  catch  up.  This  situation  came  at  an 
opportune  time  for  the  Labour  government.  The  gradual  elimination  of 
the  traditional  classes  conformed  with  its  democratic  creed  and  made  it 
possible  to  “reform”  without  yet  having  to  intervene  decisively  in  the 
centre.  The  British  communal  constitution  served  as  model,  although  the 
institutions  of  the  mother  country  were  not  taken  over  directly.  France 
decolonized  locally,  by  granting  African  towns  and  villages  the  legal  status 
of  communes.  By  contrast,  London  sent  commissions  of  experts  to  the 


DECOLONIZATION 


218 

colonies  and  tried  by  experimental  means  to  work  out  rulings  conforming 
to  local  structures.  It  wanted  to  put  an  elected  council  in  the  place  of  the 
chiefs  and  councils  who  had  been  appointed,  i.e.  confirmed,  and  who 
almost  exclusively  recruited  from  among  the  traditional  authorities  in  the 
tribes  and  villages.  This  council  would  be  representative,  receive  greater 
administrative  power  and  be  only  loosely  controlled  from  above.  London 
did  not  simply  want  to  eliminate  the  traditional  element  but  to  in¬ 
corporate  it,  while  it  transferred  the  real  power  to  the  “educated  middle 
classes”. 

A  few  examples  will  illustrate  this.  In  South-East  Nigeria  in  1950-1951, 
after  careful  preparations,  London  introduced  a  “county  [I]  council”  with 
subordinate  village  and  district  councils;  the  village  councils  were  elected 
directly  by  all  the  tax-payers,  the  district  councils  indirectly.  Boundaries 
had  to  be  redrawn  and  small  native  authorities  were  merged;  the 
tax  system  was  reorganized  and  the  local  government  was  put  in  charge 
of  education.  As  an  interim  solution,  the  chairman  of  the  native  au¬ 
thorities  was  elected.^^  In  South-West  Nigeria,  where  London  wanted  to 
show  respect  for  the  traditional  Obas,  it  divided  the  councils  into  elected 
and  traditional  members;  often  Obas  acted  as  heads  of  the  council.  Since 
the  new  generation  of  native  rulers  had  usually  received  a  European  edu¬ 
cation,  the  traditional  authorities  and  the  new  educated  61ite  began  to 
come  closer.  The  process  was  much  slower  in  the  north,  owing  to  the 
resistance  of  the  firmly  entrenched  feudalist  Muslim  emirates.  The  native 
authorities  remained,  but  were  “modernized”  by  the  introduction  of  coun¬ 
cils  with  elected  members.  These  councils  became  a  kind  of  cabinet  of 
the  emir.  But  the  number  of  native  authorities  was  greatly  reduced,  and 
Kano,  for  instance,  received  its  own  town  council.^® 

The  first  reforms  in  the  Gold  Coast  took  place  as  early  as  1944. 
Jurisdiction  was  transferred  to  the  indigenous  authorities,  while  the  right 
of  appointment  in  the  native  authorities  was  underlined  and  used  more 
than  before.^'^  This  reform,  which  affected  the  system  of  indirect  rule  from 
within,  was  not  very  successful  because  “destoolments”,  i.e.  the  deposi¬ 
tion  of  the  chiefs  by  their  own  councils,  increased  and  led  to  open  crises. 
The  transition  to  genuine  local  government  was  not  completed  until  1951, 
after  the  electoral  victory  of  Nkrumah’s  party.  Then  the  elected  councils 
got  an  elected  chairman,  while  the  chief  presided  only  on  ceremonial 
occasions.^®  A  special  ministry  supervised  local  government. 

After  the  war  indirect  rule,  on  which  Great  Britain  had  so  prided  itself, 
dropped  out  of  favour  within  a  few  years,  and  the  native  authorities  so 
painstakingly  established  were  replaced  by  a  more  modem  local  govern¬ 
ment.  Characteristically,  the  reforms  were  most  fundamental  in  places 
where  indirect  rule  had  not  worked  efficiently  and  where  the  native 
authorities  were  rather  artificial.  The  chiefs  and  elders  were  dislodged 
from  their  pre-eminent  positions  while  “educated  Africans”  gained  access 
to  the  elected  councils.  In  spite  of  a  latent  conflict  between  old  and 
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young,  between  the  traditional  authorities  and  the  rising  bourgeoisie  and 
intelligentsia,  there  was  some  evidence  of  co-operation  and  community  of 
interest  in  the  following  years,  as  also  in  French  West  Africa.  For  the 
chiefs  continued  to  enjoy  a  high  regard  in  rural  areas  and  could  therefore 
gain  political  influence.  Some  even  took  an  active  part  in  administra¬ 
tion  and  party  politics.  The  best-known  example  is  the  Sadauna  of 
Sokoto,  party  leader  of  the  Northern  People's  Congress,  prime  minister 
of  the  North  and  eminence  grise  of  independent  Nigeria.  In  their  turn, 
the  parties  had  to  win  the  co-operation  and  support  of  the  chiefs  and 
traditional  dignitaries  if  they  wanted  to  gain  mass  support  in  the  bush 
too.^* 

Meanwhile  the  Labour  government  undertook  positive  reforms  at  the 
local  level.  Of  course  it  could  not  grant  all  the  nationalists’  demands  and  it 
was  in  its  interests  to  support  the  traditional  authorities  for  reasons  of  de¬ 
fence  and  in  order  to  counterbalance  the  national  opposition,  and  to  in¬ 
corporate  them  in  the  new  local  government.  W^hether  Labour  achieved 
the  aims  it  proclaimed — ^‘efficiency”  and  education  in  democracy  is  an¬ 
other  question.^*^  London  counted  on  a  fairly  long  period  of  transi¬ 
tion  before  handing  over  the  instruments  of  power  to  the  centre.  The 
Labour  government,  like  the  conservatives,  thought  it  could  concentrate 
on  local  government  for  the  time  being  and  that  this  would  satisfy  the 
Africans  and  establish  a  basis  for  democratic  self-government.  This  as¬ 
sumption  proved  wrong  and  decolonization  had  to  be  speeded  up.  As  a 
result,  the  Africans  could  reproach  Britain  in  retrospect  with  having 
granted  self-government  at  the  centre,  in  spite  of  all  its  earlier  pronounce¬ 
ments,  before  local  self-government  was  properly  established.^^  ^ 

This  brings  us  to  the  constitutional  development  of  West  Africa. 
the  stagnation  of  the  1930s,  a  reform  movement  began  during  the  Second 
World  War.  The  Labour  government  followed  up  on  the  preparations 
made  by  the  coalition  government.  In  1942,  the  first  two  Africans  were  ap¬ 
pointed  to  the  advisory  executive  council  of  the  Gold  Coast,  and  in 
October  1944  Governor  Bums  announced  a  new  constitution  which,  how¬ 
ever,  was  not  enforced  until  March  1946.  The  Ashanti  were  included  and 
the  legislative  council,  which  until  then  had  represented  only  the  Gold 
Coast  Colony”,  became  an  institution  embracing  the  entire  state,  although 
at  first  the  northern  territories  remained  outside  and  received  only  their 
own  council  of  chiefs.  In  this  way  London  began  to  “amalgniate  in¬ 
side  the  larger  colonial  administrative  unit.  In  addition,  the  Gold  Goast 
obtained  an  elected  majority  in  the  legislative  council  and  thus  became 
the  first  African  territory  to  complete  the  transition  to  representative  gov¬ 
ernment.  However,  the  election  was  indirect,  through  the  intermediary 
of  town  and  provincial  councils  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  Ashanti  e  era- 
tion  on  the  other.  In  a  sense  this  spelled  the  end  of  indirect  rule,  tor 
both  the  chiefs  and  notables,  and  the  educated  Africans  obtained  a  role 
in  the  political  decision-making.  But  the  executive  remained  under  the 
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governor  while  a  more  rapid  Africanization  of  the  administration  was 
planned.  The  Burns  constitution,  which  represented  an  important  step 
towards  self-government  and  underlined  the  desire  for  reform  that  arose 
during  the  war,  was  generally  accepted  by  the  Africans  too.^^ 

In  Nigeria,  Governor  Richards  prepared  a  new  constitution  in  1944- 
1945’  which  was  put  into  effect  a  year  later.  London  described  its  aims  as 
follows: 

The  object  of  the  proposed  reforms  is  to  set  up  a  framework  within 
which  development  towards  responsible  Government  can  be  planned  and 
carried  out  on  practical  lines — a  purpose  for  which  it  has  become  ap¬ 
parent  that  the  existing  political  organisation  is  inadequate.  The  proposals 
have  been  designed  to  bridge  the  gulf  between  the  people  and  the  Govern¬ 
ment  by  measure  of  decentralisation  and  by  a  widening  of  the  basis  of 
representation  which  will  bring  the  established  native  authorities  within  the 
legislative  machine.  At  the  same  time  they  provide,  by  a  grant  of  unofEcial 
majorities  in  the  Legislative  and  Regional  Gouncils,  for  an  immediate 
advance  along  the  road  to  responsible  Government.^® 

Richards  statement  describes  the  situation  and  outlines  immediate  tasks  to 
be  undertaken  after  the  war.  Responsible  government  was  ofEcially  con¬ 
firmed  as  the  ultimate  aim  of  Britain’s  Africa  jxilicy.  Dominion  status  was 
not  mentioned— as  it  was  in  simultaneous  declarations  in  Asia— but  in 
fact  there  was  scarcely  any  difference  now  between  responsible  govern¬ 
ment  and  dominion  status,  or  even  independence.  In  a  certain  sense  re¬ 
sponsible  government  meant  even  more  than  dominion  status,  since  it 
implied  decolonization  without  the  promise  to  remain  in  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  and  left  the  way  open  for  independence  or  a  special  ruling. 
The  statement  shows  how  the  grant  of  responsible  government  was 
gradually  extended  from  the  colonial  settlements,  via  India,  Burma  and 
Ceylon,  and  eventually  to  Africa,  almost  under  compulsion.  At  the  same 
time  London  evidently  realized  that  the  previous  sharp  distinction  be¬ 
tween  the  native  authorities  and  the  colonial  administration  could  not 
serve  as  the  basis  for  a  representative  system.  However,  London  did  not 
want  to  simply  eliminate  the  native  councils,  but  to  give  them  a  part  in 
the  legislative  council  in  order  to  ensure  a  smooth  transition  to  a  modern 
system  of  government. 

At  the  same  time  that  London  was  contemplating  self-government  for 
Africa,  the  question  of  Nigerian  unity  arose.  We  have  seen  how  before 
1939  London  did  not  feel  it  was  urgent  to  amalgamate  north  and 
south;  there  had  even  been  a  tendency  to  promote  regional  development. 
But  during  the  war  people  began  to  think  in  terms  of  larger  units.  There 
was  much  talk  of  regional  co-operation,  since  this  seemed  the  only 
economically  and  politically  viable  solution.  At  first,  p.erhaps,  administra¬ 
tive  questions  took  precedence,  but  they  influenced  the  general  political 
plan.  In  December  1944  Governor  Richards  described  the  existing  order 
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as  “by  its  nature  unsuited  for  expansion  on  a  Nigerian  basis"  and  some 
of  his  constitutional  proposals  aimed  to  “promote  the  unity  of  Nigeria” 
There  seem  to  have  been  differences  of  opinion  as  to  the  ways  and  means 
of  unifying  north  and  south.  The  administration  of  Northern  Nigeria 
urged  a  federal  solution,  while  Governor  Bourdillon  and  Lord  Hailey  were 
in  favour  of  a  more  Unitarian  constitution.^®  The  result  was  a  gradual 
transition  from  “regionalism”  to  federation,  which  was  the  aim  of  both  the 
self-assured  but  conservative  nortli  as  well  as  the  nationalists  Azikiwe  and 
Awolowo,  who  had  built  up  their  parties  on  a  regional  basis.  While  the 
administration  wanted  a  unified  state,  combined  with  decentralized  gov¬ 
ernment,  in  order  to  prevent  the  still  fragile  unity  of  Nigeria  from  disin¬ 
tegrating,  the  Nigerians  urged  federation  and  finally  imposed  their 
will.^®  In  1947-1948  Awolowo,  the  political  leader  of  the  south-west,  and 
Balewa,  later  prime  minister  of  the  federation,  still  reproached  London 
with  having  spent  years  trying  to  create  an  artificial  Nigerian  unity;  the 
people  of  Nigeria  were  far  too  varied  and  a  Nigerian  nation  did  not 
exist!"’^  Paradoxically,  while  in  other  cases  the  nationalists  were  quick  to 
criticize  the  colonial  power  for  trying  to  divide  and  rule,  they  now 
opposed  London’s  attempt  to  create  a  state  of  Nigeria.  This  curious 
overlapping  of  fronts  clearly  shows  London’s  change  of  course  during  the 
Second  World  War. 

The  1946  Richards  constitution  contained  important  innovations.  Iba¬ 
dan,  Enugu  and  Kadvan  each  obtained  a  regional  parliament  with  un- 
oflBcial  majorities,  elected  indirectly  through  the  native  authorities;  these 
bodies  shared  in  general  legislative  responsibilities  and  control  over  the 
regional  budgets.  They  also  elected  the  deputies  to  the  legislative  council 
of  Nigeria.  The  executive  council,  which  included  two  Nigerians,  re¬ 
mained  unchanged  at  first,  as  in  the  Gold  Goast,  and  continued  to  have 
only  advisory  powers. 

In  contrast  of  the  Gold  Goast,  the  African  nationalists  in  Nigeria  re¬ 
fused  the  new  constitution  entirely.^®  They  said  London  had  not  asked 
their  advice  in  the  council  and  had  simply  imposed  the  new  order  on 
them.  Nor  had  London  granted  their  demand  to  occupy  at  least  one 
administrative  department.  They  opposed  the  consideration  given  the  na¬ 
tive  authorities  and  rejected  the  system  of  indirect  elections,  saying  that 
it  increased  the  power  of  the  traditional  authorities,  whom  London  was 
playing  off  against  the  emancipated  urban  classes.  London  may  have  con¬ 
sidered  the  new  constitution  an  interesting  attempt  to  combine  indirect 
rule  with  representative  institutions;  it  certainly  also  hoped  to  strengthen 
the  influence  of  the  agrarian  backlands  and  to  gain  a  majority  of  mod¬ 
erates”  in  the  parliament  thanks  to  the  native  authorities.  This  drove  the 
young  leaders  and  their  political  followers  into  opposition.^® 

Both  in  the  Gold  Goast  and  in  Nigeria  the  British  Government  had 
counted  on  a  fairly  long  period  of  transition.®®  It  saw  the  two  constitu¬ 
tions  of  1946  as  a  major  step  towards  self-government  and  evidence  ot 
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its  desire  for  reform.  Even  the  Labour  government  considered  this  satis¬ 
factory  for  the  time  being.  It  was  only  to  be  expected  that  the  stage  of 
representative  government  that  had  now  been  reached  led  to  the  danger 
of  “power  without  responsibility”  and  that  the  new  assemblies  would  be¬ 
come  a  forum  where  the  African  opposition  could  announce  its  radical 
demands  and  gain  political  support,  although  people  like  Sir  Bourdillon 
still  hoped  that  the  system  of  indirect  elections  would  prevent  conflict. 
The  transition  to  responsible  government  was  the  stated  aim  of  British 
policy,  but  it  still  seemed  to  lie  in  the  far  distance. 

By  1948  serious  distubances  broke  out  in  the  Gold  Coast.®^  War 
veterans  organized  a  demonstration  and  clashed  with  the  police.  At  the 
same  time  increasing  dissatisfaction  over  rising  prices  and  the  lack  of 
consumer  goods  broke  like  a  storm  over  European  and  Syrian  firms.  The 
two-day  riots  which  spread  from  Accra  to  other  towns  resulted  in  29 
dead  and  237  wounded.  The  administration  had  to  intervene.  It  arrested 
six  leaders  of  the  United  Gold  Goast  Gonvention  founded  in  1947,  in¬ 
cluding  Dr.  Danquah  and  Kwame  Nkrumah,  the  recently  elected  secretary 
of  the  party. 

The  “Gold  Goast  Disturbances”  had  taken  the  administration  by  sur¬ 
prise.  It  had  been  deceived  by  the  apparent  acceptance  of  the  Bums 
constitution  and  had  evidently  underestimated  the  rapidly  growing  op¬ 
position.  So  the  194S  dots  were  a  shock,  particularly  to  the  Labour  govern¬ 
ment,  which  had  wrongly  assumed  that  one  could  confine  reforms  to  the 
local  area  at  first  and  need  not  hand  over  any  power  at  the  centre.  These 
riots  changed  our  mood  from  one  of  supreme  confidence  to  utter  dismay 
overnight  It  was  too  late  to  go  back  and  a  radical  change  of  course 
seemed  the  only  way  to  prevent  a  vicious  circle  of  repression  and  grow¬ 
ing  opposition.  The  wave  of  emancipation  had  flooded  West  Africa  sooner 
and  more  violently  than  expected.  Britain  had  to  readjust  and  to  abandon 
its  timetables  if  it  was  to  remain  in  eontrol. 

The  new  attitude  is  illustrated  in  the  report  of  the  commission  of  en¬ 
quiry  under  A.  K.  Watson.^®  It  exposed  the  causes  of  the  riots  with  sur¬ 
prising  frankness.  Many  of  the  African  veterans  had  developed  a  “political 
and  national  [!]  consciousness”  and  were  dissatisfied;  there  existed 

a  feeling  of  politieal  frustration  among  the  educated  Africans  who  saw  no 
prospect  of  ever  experiencing  political  power  under  existing  conditions 
and  who  regarded  the  1946  Constitution  as  mere  window-dressing  designed 
to  cover  but  not  to  advance  their  natural  aspirations.  .  .  . 


The  report  said  the  administration  had  misjudged  the  effects  of  Western 
education  and  underestimated  the  tensions  with  the  conservative  chiefs 
and  the  influence  of  events  in  India,  Burma  and  Ceylon.  It  was  not 
enough  to  “Africanize”  and  provide  educational  facilities.  Although-  cor- 
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ruption  was  widespread  it  must  under  no  eireumstanees  be  used  as  a 
pretext  for  delaying  further  steps  towards  self-government.  The  1946 
constitution  related  to  pre-war  conditions  and  was  therefore  outdated. 
“Substantial”  reforms  were  needed,  “not  only  to  gain  political  experience 
but  also  to  experience  political  power”.  The  transition  to  responsible 
government  must  begin:  the  former  advisory  executive  council  should  be 
converted  into  a  cabinet  council  responsible  to  the  legislative  council;  five 
of  the  nine  ministers  should  be  Africans.  Tlie  governor  should  at  least 
retain  the  presidency,  the  vote  and  “reserved  powers”. 

This  was  the  breakthrough.  Challenged  by  the  riots  in  Accra,  London 
did  not  stop  at  repressive  measures  but  accepted  “national”  emancipation 
and  took  the  final  step  to  responsible  government  with  an  African  majority. 
At  the  same  time  the  Watson  commission  severly  criticized  Nkrumah  and 
his  party  arid  described  their  aims  as  Communist! 

The  colonial  minister  Creech-Jones  accepted  the  report®^  and  in  Jan¬ 
uary  1949  appointed  a  commission  consisting  only  of  Africans  to  work  out 
constitutional  proposals.  Although  Nkrumah  was  in  prison  and  the  chiefs 
defended  conservative  opinions  in  the  commission,  it  was  an  innovation 
to  collaborate  with  Africans  in  this  way.  London  wanted  to  give  a  say  to 
the  moderates  and  at  the  same  time  refute  the  charge  that  it  was  again 
imposing  a  new  constitution.  The  Coussey  report^®  largely  coincided 
with  the  Watson  proposals,  was  fairly  well  received  by  the  government®® 
and  the  British  press,  and  became  the  basis  of  the  1951  constitution. 

The  moderate  African  press  also  accepted  the  proposals.  But  Nkrumah 
demanded  “full  dominion  status”,  i.e.  a  cabinet  consisting  exclusively  of 
Africans,  and  an  end  to  the  governor’s  reserved  powers.  He  broke  with 
his  party  and  founded  the  Convention  People’s  party,  which  was  no 
longer  “bourgeois”  and  became  a  tool  in  the  hands  of  its  leader.  It  relied 
chiefly  on  the  rapidly  increasing  class  of  Ghanaians  who  had  only  a 
rudimentary  education  and  were  in  fairly  open  conflict  with  traditional 
authorities.®'^  In  1950,  when  Nkrumah  threatened  to  turn  to  “positive 
action”,  i.e.  to  boycotts  and  strikes,  he  was  arrested  again.  Yet  he  had 
achieved  an  overwhelming  victory  in  the  first  general  elections  in  February 
1951,  so  the  governor  had  no  choice  but  to  release  him  and  entrust  him 
with'  forming  a  cabinet.  Later  Sir  Arden-Clarke  defended  this  action: 

I  do  not  know  whether  it  would  have  been  possible  to  slow  things  down 
and  still  retain  that  good  ivill;  and  if  that  good  will  had  been  lost,  I 
wonder  whether  Ghana  would  still  be  a  member  of  the  Commonwealth? 
That  is  as  far  as  I  will  go  in  answering  my  own  question.®® 

By  consistently  pursuing  his  new  policy  and  refusing  to  employ  delaying 
tactics  in  1951,  the  governor  did  indeed  ensure  some  goodwill  and  even 
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relieve  Nkrumah’s  suspicions,®®  so  that  the  final  stage  of  decolonization 
took  place  without  open  conflict.  In  March  1952  Nkrumah  officially  be¬ 
came  prime  minister,  and  in  1954  the  official  British  ministers  were  re¬ 
placed  by  Africans;  the  Africanization  of  the  administrative  cadre  followed 
rapidly.  However,  there  was  some  delay  because  of  serious  internal  ten¬ 
sions,  particularly  between  Nkrumah's  CPP  and  the  Ashanti  opposition.  In 
May  1956  the  colonial  minister  declared  himself  ready  to  fix  a  date  for  in¬ 
dependence  as  soon  as  a  newly  elected  parliament  passed  a  motion  to 
this  effect.  In  1957  the  Gold  Coast,  under  its  new  name  of  Ghana,  be¬ 
came  the  first  African  colony  to  obtain  independence. 

After  194^  decolonization  also  proceeded  more  quickly  in  Nigeria.^® 
Governor  Richards,  much  disliked  by  the  Africans,  was  replaced  by  Sir 
John  Macpherson.  The  administration  began  to  be  Africanized.  A  com¬ 
mission  appointed  by  the  governor  clarified  the  situation  and  stipulated 
that  “no  non-Nigerian  should  be  recruited  for  any  Government  post  ex¬ 
cept  where  no  suitable  and  qualified  Nigerian  is  available”.  Its  own  lack 
of  new  blood  made  it  easier  for  the  colonial  office  to  give  in  to  the  Afri¬ 
cans’  pressure,  and  the  number  of  Nigerians  in  the  higher  administrative 
service  rose  from  23  in  1939  ^947>  (out  of  3679)  in  1951 

and  786  in  1953’  ten-year  plan  was  put  into  effect  and  created  new 
posts  for  Africans.  The  governor  encouraged  democratization  of  the  na¬ 
tive  authorities  and  conversion  to  local  government,  and  made  more 
funds  available  for  a  rapid  development  of  the  educational  system  from 
1948  on.^^  In  the  same  year  the  University  Gollege  of  Nigeria  was  opened 
in  Ibadan.  The  premature  revision  of  the  constitution  was  intended  to 
be  preceded  by  discussion  with  representatives  from  the  local,  provincial 
and  regional  areas.  Ostensibly  this  was  in  order  to  give  a  voice  to  African 
opinion  and  to  let  it  evolve  from  within;  in  fact  it  also  helped  to  strengthen 
the  forces  of  conservatism  and  to  gain  support  against  the  urban  organiza¬ 
tions  of  the  nationalist  parties.  The  1951  constitution  led,  as  in  the  Gold 
Coast,  to  the  conversion  of  the  executive  council  into  a  cabinet  council 
consisting  of  six  British  and  four  Africans  appointed  by  the  regions.  It 
gave  the  regions  wider  control,  but  adhered  to  the  indirect  electoral  sys¬ 
tem.  As  a  result  it  was  sharply  criticized  by  the  Africans  from  the  start. 
The  relationship  between  south  and  north  now  became  a  focal  issue. 
The  north,  with  its  fairly  large  population  but  rather  backward  civilization 
and  lack  of  political  emancipation  feared  the  domination  of  the  non- 
Muslim  south  and  demanded  both  a  longer  period  of  transition  to  self- 
government  and  representation  proportional  to  its  large  population.  The 
south,  on  the  other  hand,  thought  it  was  being  blocked  on  the  road  to 
freedom  and  accused  the  administration  of  collaborating  with  the  north. 
In  fact,  the  north  had  over  50  percent  of  the  representatives  in  the  legisla¬ 
tive  council  and,  when  joined  by  the  official  members  of  the  cabinet,  its 
ministers  could  outvote  the  south.  The  south  was  angered  by  the  fact  that 
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in  March  1953  the  Sadauna  of  Sokoto,  leader  of  the  Northern  People’s 
Congress,  opposed  a  motion  from  the  south  to  proclaim  self-government 
for  Nigeria  in  1956  and  replaced  the  precise  date  by  “as  soon  as  prac¬ 
ticable”.  In  May  there  was  a  serious  clash  between  northerners  and 
southerners  in  Kano. 

The  situation  was  coming  to  a  head,  and  there  was  a  danger  of  seces¬ 
sion  in  the  north,  so  a  conference  was  called  in  London  in  July  and 
August  1953  to  work  out  a  basis  for  the  1954  constitution.  In  order  to  con¬ 
ciliate  the  north  and  save  Nigerian  unity  London  gave  up  the  concept  of 
“regional”  unity  in  favour  of  federation.  The  regions  were  to  receive 
African  governments  with  their  own  prime  ministers  and  could  demand 
full  autonomy  in  1956.  In  spite  of  strong  pressure  from  the  nationalists  of 
the  south,  London  refused  to  fix  a  date  for  Nigerian  independence  and 
agreed  only  to  consider  it  within  the  next  three  years. 

These  concessions  relieved  tensions,  and  relations  improved  between  the 
colonial  power  and  the  nationalists.  The  nationalists  promised  loyalty  to 
the  Commonwealth  and  their  attitude  helped  make  the  British  queen’s 
journey  to  Nigeria  a  success.  In  1957  the  eastern  and  western  regions  were 
granted  internal  autonomy,  while  Alhaji  Abubakar  Tafawa  Balewa,  from 
the  north,  replaced  the  governor  and  became  first  prime  minister  of 
Nigeria.  Two  years  later  the  north  was  also  ready  to  demand  full  self- 
government,  thereby  fulfilling  the  last  eondition  for  the  i960  deelaration 
of  independence  in  Nigeria. 

We  have  briefly  outlined  the  constitutional  development  of  Nigeria  and 
the  Gold  Coast  between  1945  and  i960  and  the  road  which  led  from 
weak  representation  in  the  legislative  council,  via  representative  govern¬ 
ment,  to  full  dominion  status.  The  pace  quickened  noticeably,  as  the 
transitional  periods  had  to  be  shortened  and  far-reaching  concessions  had 
to  be  granted  much  sooner  than  planned.  In  the  beginning  the  Labour 
government  still  thought  it  had  enough  time  to  make  reforms  gradually 
and  continued  to  rely  predominantly  on  the  support  of  the  traditional 
leaders.  But  the  1948  riots  taught  it  a  lesson.  ’The  African  emancipation 
movement  was  the  main  force  that  persuaded  London  to  risk  taking  the 
major  step  to  responsible  government.  Afterwards,  the  government  and 
the  administration  were  sensible  enough  to  act  generously  so  as  not  to  lose 
contact  with  the  African  parties  again  and  to  bring  decolonization  to  a 
rapid  conclusion  without  further  unnecessaty  delays.  However,  even  after 
1948  London  counted  on  fairly  long  preliminary  periods,  trusted  that  the 
African  leaders  would  behave  “sensibly’  and  underestimated  both  the 
impatience  and  the  rapid  radicalization  of  the  nationalists. 

Margery  Perham  still  believed  in  195^  that  it  would  take  years  to  reach 
the  final  stage  of  independence.  She  agreed  that  the  elections  in  the  Gold 
Goast  and  the  formation  of  an  African  government  were  historie  events 
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and  that  one  must  ask  if  there  were  still  time  for  Europe  to  assert  its 
civilizing  power  effectively,  but  she  thought  it  was 

not  a  very  bold  speculation  to  believe  that  they  [the  African  colonies] 
may  become  full  self-governing  nation-states  by  the  end  of  the  centuryfi]. 
It  almost  seems  as  though  future  African  writers  of  history  books  may 
thus  be  able  very  neatly  to  sum  up  the  first  half  of  the  twentieth  century 
as  the  age  of  imperialism,  and  the  second  as  the  age  of  liberation!^ 

Naturally  Mrs  Perham  was  not  trying  to  maintain  British  rule  as  long  as 
possible  but  rather  was  convinced  that  the  African  colonies  were  not 
yet  “ripe”  for  taking  over  government  and  administration.  She  argued  that 
there  was  a  lack  of  educated  African  staff,  the  administration  was  not 
very  “Africanized”  yet,  the  economic  structure  was  unstable  and  over¬ 
dependent  on  foreign  aid,  and  the  rural  masses  were  still  untouched  by 
civilization.  Could  a  state  that  was  still  so  dependent  on  foreign  aid  de¬ 
velop  its  own  initiatives?  Could  one  take  the  responsibility  of  premature 
withdrawal?  Tliere  was  a  real  dilemma!^^ 

Another  important  question  was  that  of  the  internal  unity  of  the  colony. 
There  was  no  hope  for  colonial  development  and  a  smooth  process  of 
decolonization  while  the  state  that  was  to  obtain  independence  was 
still  fragmented.  It  is  striking,  in  fact,  that  later  discussion  of  the  con¬ 
stitution  is  dominated  by  a  desire  to  co-ordinate  the  divergent  areas, 
tribes  and  groups  within  the  colony,  or  at  least  to  reconcile  them  to  some 
extent  and  not  to  release  them  from  imperial  control  until  an  institutional 
framework  containing  them  all  had  been  accepted  by  all  the  parties 
concerned;  formerly  London  had  been  more  concerned  with  the  reserved 
rights  of  the  colonial  power  and  ways  of  maintaining  certain  imperial 
positions  in  West  Africa.  London’s  attempts  to  solve  the  Ashanti  problem 
and  to  ensure  that  Northern  Nigeria  joined  the  federation  were  not  just 
delaying  tactics.  The  old  British  theory  that  London  must  not  hand  over 
its  trusteeship  prematurely  continued  for  a  long  time  to  preclude  any 
understanding  of  colonial  emancipation  and  led  to  the  tendency  to  rely 
on  the  traditional  classes.  In  the  final  phase  of  decolonization  in  the  Gold 
Coast  and  Nigeria  this  theory  had  some  relevance,  however.  If  power  had 
been  transferred  prematurely  to  the  nationalist  representatives,  neither  of 
these  states  might  have  achieved  unity— or  only  done  so  under  compulsion 
and  temporarily.  We  have  described  the  changes  in  British  attitude  after 
1940:  London  tried  to  create  larger  units  and  managed  to  prevent  the 
Balkanization  of  West  Africa,  or  at  least  a  further  fragmentation  of 
the  existing  administrative  units.  The  same  applied  to  the  functioning  of 
institutions  and  the  Africanization  of  the  administration.  By  gradually 
extending  their  power  and  franchise,  and  by  letting  them  occupy  govern¬ 
ment  posts,  it  was  possible  to  familiarize  the  Africans  with  political  re¬ 
sponsibility.  No  doubt  Britain  included  Africans  in  the  administration 
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too  late  and  reluctantly,^®  yet  it  was  not  too  late  for  the  transfer  of  power 
to  take  place  almost  without  friction. 

To  conclude  this  survey  let  us  note  a  few  other  opinions.  They  are  not 
representative  of  the  official  attitude  of  the  two  parties  (as  a  whole 
Creech-Jones’  policy  was  supported  by  the  conservatives  in  Parliament, 
who  in  turn  continued  the  decolonization  begun  by  the  Labour  govern¬ 
ment)  but  they  do  afford  us  an  insight  into  the  views  of  certain  interested 
circles.  The  West  Africa  policy  inaugurated  in  1948  was  greeted  with 
suspicion  and  rejected  by  the  diehards.  In  the  parliamentary  debate  on 
29  July  1949,  M.P.  Cooper  criticized  the  excessive  concessions  to  the 
Gold  Coast  and  the  Coussey  Commission.^®  He  thought  economic  prob¬ 
lems  should  be  solved  first,  “and  then  the  political  difficulties  will  start  to 
fall  into  place”.  London  was  giving  the  impression  “too  soon  and  too 
quickly  that  Self-Government  should  come  and  that  it  is  just  around 
the  comer”.  Only  “a  few  intellectuals”  wanted  such  excessive  constitutional 
reforms;  it  is  ridiculous  to  speak  of  colonial  exploitation  when  it  was 
precisely  this  minority  group  of  intellectuals  that  was  exploiting  its  com¬ 
patriots.  The  intellectuals  had  not  yet  “reached  the  standard  of  morality 
and  capacity  to  handle  Self-Government  effectively”.  The  mass  of  Africans 
did  not  want  self-government  “at  an  early  date”  but  “good,  effective  and 
thoroughly  understanding  leadership”.  Important  party  speakers  liked  to 
underline  the  development  of  local  government  and  the  importance  of 
the  traditional  authorities.  Lennox-Boyd,  for  instance,  the  future  con¬ 
servative  colonial  minister,  praised  the  Coussey  report  because,  unlike  the 
Watson  Commission’s  report,  it  paid  attention  to  the  chiefs.  This  could 
prevent  a  “paramount  duty”,  i.e.  the  dominance  of  an  oligarchic  minor¬ 
ity,  as  had  happened  in  Liberia  for  example.  This  “democratic  argument 
was  intended,  of  course,  to  persuade  the  government  to  lengthen  the 
transitional  periods  and  to  explain  the  need  for  continued  British  rule.^'^ 
There  was  “no  such  thing  as  a  Nigerian  people”,  said  Selwyn-Lloyd 
in  the  same  debate,  and  extremists  must  not  be  allowed  to  overthrow 
the  “time  schedule  for  constitutional  development”.^® 

In  Round  Table  a  conservative  writer  asked  whether  indirect  rule  was 
really  out  of  date  and  whether  Britain  really  intended  to  transfer  power 
to  a  “small  group  of  westernized  Africans”.  He  saw  the  elimination  of  the 
chiefs  and  the  premature  grant  of  self-government  “on  a  western  con¬ 
stitutional  model”  as  a  betrayal  of  the  population.  The  emirs  had  become 
progressive,  the  1946  constitution  was  a  success,  and  “educated  Africans 
found  offices  in  the  native  authorities.  Political  development  was  pro¬ 
ceeding  too  quickly  and  the  Colonial  Office 

seems  to  have  become  infected  with  its  African  pupils’  belief  in  the  ritual 
of  the  ballet-box.  .  .  .  What  then  can  now  be  done?  It  is  not  too  late  to 
indulge  in  some  clear  thinking  and  to  refuse  to  give  way  before  a  move¬ 
ment  that  can  only  end  in  a  disastrous  lowering  of  the  standards  of 
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administration  and  an  abandonment  of  all  hope  of  those  higher  standards 
of  life  to  which  all,  Africans  and  European  alike,  aspire.  The  trouble  is 
that  the  West  African  politician  regards  democracy  as  a  means  to  power, 
not  as  a  means  to  opportunity.  He  sees  the  power  that  the  chiefs  used  to 
wield  and  the  immense  power  and  prestige  of  democratic  Britain  and 
America,  and  he  wants  to  cash  in  on  his  Western  education  by  succeeding 
to  that  power  himself.  He  conceives  power  as  an  end  in  itself,  not  as  a  means 
to  an  end.  When  one  reflects  upon  the  complexity  of  modem  national  life, 
the  need  for  true  leadership  and  a  high  standard  of  intelligence  and  integ¬ 
rity  in  a  wide  circle  of  those  concerned  with  the  administration,  the  pros¬ 
pect  of  too  sudden  a  surrender  of  the  controls  into  untried  and  untrained 
hands  is  very  gloomy.  The  gloom  is  not  lightened  by  our  knowledge  that 
the  blame  for  any  consequent  chaos  vwll  be  attributed  to  the  British 
Government,  and  that  amongst  those  claiming  power  are  admirers  of  the 
Soviet,  who  are  anxious  to  found  a  totalitarian  State  on  the  mins  of 
democracy.^^ 

Three  years  later  the  Round  Table  took  the  opposite  view  and  aban¬ 
doned  the  “colonialist”  argument.  The  Labour  government  was  even 
blamed  with  not  having  recognized  in  time  the  level  of  development  in 
the  Gold  Coast;  the  “modest  constitutional  advance”  of  1946  was  no 
longer  relevant.  The  Watson  Commission’s  report,  which  it  had  criticized 
before,  was  now  praised  and  it  said  the  Coussey  report  had  created  a  new 
basis  of  trust.  Even  Nkrumah  and  his  party  were  judged  objectively.  It 
is  worth  quoting  the  last  paragraph  of  this  article: 

In  the  first  instance,  it  seems  that  the  granting  of  the  very  full  self- 
governing  powers  contained  in  the  present  Constitution  were  necessary, 
having  regard  to  the  state  of  the  Gold  Coast  in  1948.  It  is  also  true  that  if 
more  had  been  granted  earlier  it  might  not  have  been  necessary  to  concede 
so  much  now.  As  to  the  desirability  of  what  has  been  done,  it  is  obviously 
desirable  that  all  British  colonies  should  proceed  to  Dominion  status  as 
soon  as  they  are  fit,  and  should  be  actively  encouraged  to  that  end,  but  it 
is  difficult  to  avoid  the  conclusion  that  to  place  a  country  in  the  position 
where  success  and  failure  are  so  evenly  set  in  the  balance  as  they  are  in 
the  Gold  Coast  is  not  really  desirable  having  regard  to  the  irreparable 
psychological  damage  that  would  be  done  should  there  be  a  set-back. 
Success  will  depend  largely  on  two  things,  which  rest  almost  wholly  in  the 
hands  of  the  Africans.  One  is  whether  they  can  reconcile  themselves 
quickly  to  accepting  European  help  in  order  to  accomplish  the  political 
and  material  developments  which  they  require,  and  to  make  the  terms 
attractive  enough  for  Europeans  to  accept  them.  The  other  is  the  forma¬ 
tion  of  a  properly  organized  parliamentary  opposition — which  is  now  being 
attempted  through  the  coalition  of  Dr  Danquah’s  and  Mr  Ollemhu’s  groups 
which  will  break  the  present  vicious  circle  by  which  political  groups 
outflank  each  other  by  going  to  extremes.  What  the  Gold  Goast  in  fact 
wants  just  now  more  than  anything  else  is  a  Conservative  party. 

Only  time  can  bring  about  these  changes.  Although  the  list  of  out- 
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standing  problems  requiring  solution  may  seem  formidable,  there  are 
certain  grounds  for  optimism.  One  is  that  in  spite  of  the  doubters  the 
experiment  has  gone  up  till  now  far  better  than  many  of  the  doubters 
prophesied;  the  other  is  the  view  that  Gold  Coast  Africans  are  by  nature 
among  those  who  have  to  6nd  things  out  for  themselves  the  hard  way, 
but  that  they  possess  remarkable  qualities  of  sterling  common  sense  which 
will  ultimately  see  them  through.®'^ 

Not  only  the  argument,  but  the  style  too  had  changed.  The  1948 
essay  we  quoted  was  hardly  distinguishable  from  pre-war  writing,  but  now 
decolonization  is  fully  accepted  and  there  are  no  more  formulas  such 
as  “trusteeship"  or  “moral  standards".  The  new  African  leaders  are 
taken  seriously  and  the  situation  is  discussed  openly.®^  I  believe  this 
change  of  attitude  and  style  to  be  symptomatic,  for  it  reveals,  in  broad 
lines,  the  importance  of  the  years  1948-1950.  The  Gold  Coast  disturb¬ 
ances,  the  Watson  report  and  the  Coussey  report  were  signs  of  a  change 
of  course  in  British  West  Africa  policy  which  even  conservative  circles 
in  London  had  to  acknowledge,  although  reluctantly  at  first.  We  must 
not  forget  the  general  political  state  of  the  world  at  that  time:  after 
1945,  Britain  was  weak,  India,  Burma  and  Ceylon  were  successfully 
decolonized  and  the  Afro-Asian  emancipation  movements  could  no  longer 
be  ignored.  Moreover,  Britain's  internal  state  made  it  impossible  to 
embark  on  a  policy  of  repression  that  would  have  required  fairly  large 
forces.  So  the  only  option  was  to  try,  as  Governor  Arden-Clarke  had 
put  it,  to  ensure  the  goodwill  of  the  new  leaders  by  making  timely 
policy  changes  and  trying  to  persuade  the  emancipated  colonies  to 
remain  in  the  Commonwealth.  Once  Britain  had  adjusted  to  this  new 
situation,  the  conservatives  and  “imperialists”  also  showed  themselves 
prepared  to  take  the  consequences  and  “to  make  the  best  of  it”.  There 
was  remarkably  little  resentment  or  resistance  to  the  Labour  government, 
nor  did  the  political  writers  reproach  Britain  with  liquidating  the  Empire 
over-hastily— as  opposed  to  corresponding  reactions  in  French  legal  circles. 
It  is,  perhaps,  not  surprising  that  an  essay  on  the  problems  of  independ¬ 
ence  appeared  in  the  Round  Table  as  early  as  1955-®^  If  discussed  the 
internal  unity  of  the  new  states  (e.g.  the  difficulties  of  the  southern  tribes 
in  the  Sudan),  the  need  for  administrative  cadres  and  the  danger  of 
Communist  infiltration,  but  the  tone  was  not  polemic  and  it  fully 
acknowledged  the  new  situation. 
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PARTNERSHIP  IN  THE  RHODESIAN  FEDERATION? 


It  was  foreseeable  that  the  East  African  territories  would  be  the  last 
arrivals  in  the  “procession”  towards  independence— apart  from  a  few 
small  territories,  strategic  positions  and  the  oil  sheikhdoms  of  Arabia. 
In  West  Africa  it  had  not  been  difficult  to  present  self-government 
and  dominion  status  as  the  goal  of  British  policy,  and  it  was  easy  to 
introduce  reforms  along  traditional  lines.  So  the  discussion  centred  on 
the  question  of  timing.  Because  of  internal  and  external  circumstances, 
London  sometimes  altered  the  timetables,  left  out  some  of  the  stages 
it  had  planned  and  “prematurely”  released  a  colony  from  imperial 
control.  But  in  East  Africa  London  had  to  take  the  white  settlers  into 
consideration,  particularly  in  Kenya  and  the  two  Rhodesias.  In  West 
Africa,  trusteeship  and  self-government  were  a  conceptual  unit  and  directly 
related  to  one  another,  since  the  colonial  power  justified  its  existence 
by  preparing  the  colonies  for  self-government.  But  in  East  Africa  a 
grave  question  arose  in  the  inter-war  years:  who  should  receive  self- 
government,  the  white  settlers,  who  referred  back  to  the  Durham  tradi¬ 
tion,  or  the  native  inhabitants,  whose  interests  London  felt  obliged  to 
protect?  Britain  did  not  manage  to  give  a  final  answer  until  1939. 
Since  it  was  neither  prepared  to  “sacrifice”  the  settlers— not  even  in  the 
distant  future— nor  to  accept  the  South  African  “solution”  and  to  aim 
openly  at  a  “white  man’s  country”,  it  had  to  keep  vague  its  pronounce¬ 
ments  on  future  East  Africa  policy.  When  people  spoke  of  a  multi¬ 
racial  community,  the  meaning  of  the  term  varied  according  to  their 
political  and  ideological  convictions.  Either  it  meant  a  conservative  and 
imperialist  desire  to  privilege  the  white  settlers,  or  it  meant  progres¬ 
sive  and  “pro-native”  rule,  based  on  the  principle  of  trusteeship.  In  the 
Closer  Union  issue,  both  positions  were  represented,  but  the  only  decision 
made  was  to  keep  to  the  status  quo  for  the  time  being  and  to  leave 
the  door  open  for  discussion.  After  the  Second  World  War  there  was  a 
similar  discussion  on  the  question  of  a  Central  African  federation.  This 
time  a  decision  had  to  be  made. 

In  a  federation  composed  of  Southern  Rhodesia,  Northern  Rhodesia 
and  Nyasaland,  Southern  Rhodesia  would  have  occupied  a  position  simi¬ 
lar  to  that  of  Kenya  in  the  closer  union  of  East  Africa.  London  had 
been  forced  to  grant  Southern  Rhodesia  responsible  government  in 
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1923  after  the  latter  had  refused  by  referendum  to  Join  the  Union  of 
South  Africa.^  Since  it  had  reserved  itself  a  veto  right  in  native  issues, 
London  thought  it  had  successfully  complied  with  the  terms  of  trustee¬ 
ship,  particularly  as  there  still  seemed  some  chance  that  the  predominantly 
British  settlers  of  Southern  Rhodesia  would  reject  the  racist  policy  of 
the  Boers  in  the  Union  of  South  Africa.  But  later  London  gave  up  its 
claim  to  reserved  rights.  L.  S.  Amery,  who  was  prepared  to  conciliate 
the  settlers  in  Kenya  and  did  not  take  the  Devonshire  declaration  very 
seriously,  passed  two  laws  in  1926-1927  that  were  very  prejudicial  to 
the  natives.  Similarly,  in  1936  the  Conservative  government  took  no 
steps  to  prevent  a  Registration  Act  very  similar  to  one  in  the  Union 
of  South  Africa.^  The  policy  in  regard  to  the  Rhodesian  natives  tended 
increasingly  towards  legally  determined  segregation  and,  under  its  ideolog¬ 
ical  trappings,  began  to  resemble  tliat  of  the  Union.  For  example,  the 
1931  Land  Apportionment  Act  drew  a  boundary  between  the  reserva¬ 
tions  and  “native  areas”  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  white  settlers’ 
territory  on  the  other,  and  forbade  Africans  to  buy  land  in  the  towns. 
That  there  was  racial  discrimination  in  everyday  life,  in  offices  and 
in  the  administration,  is  self-evident.  Education  for  the  natives  remained 
primitive,  and  in  1938  there  were  still  no  native  secondary  schools  in 
Southern  Rhodesia. 

London  continued  to  govern  Northern  Rhodesia  and  Nyasaland.  There 
the  settlers  were  represented  in  the  legislative  council,  but  did  not  have 
a  majority.  Segregation  was  far  less  strict,  either  because  the  small 
population  of  whites  had  to  rely  on  native  labour,  or  because  the 
administration  resisted.  There  were  no  reservations  and  in  1936  Nyasa¬ 
land  declared  the  entire  land  a  Native  Trustland:  native  agriculture 
soon  developed  rather  well  there.^  In  Northern  Rhodesia,  the  Europeans 
were  concentrated  in  the  towns  and  in  the  Copperbelt,  where  the  copper 
mines  that  opened  up  in  the  1920s  offered  white  technicians  and  labourers 
high  wages  and  other  advantages,  which  the  unions  defended  by  main¬ 
taining  a  strict  colour  bar.  Africans  were  barred  from  access  to  vocational 
training  or  means  of  rising  in  the  social  scale  and  even  jobs  like  truck, 
crane  or  engine  driving  remained  reserved  for  whites.^ 

The  whites  in  Northern  and  Southern  Rhodesia  considered  Britain’s 
policy  in  the  Closer  Union  issue  a  dangerous  threat  to  white  supremacy 
and  started  a  movement  for  amalgamation.  They  argued  that  this  would 
make  it  much  easier  for  them  to  dissociate  themselves  both  from  South 
Africa  and  the  Boer  policy,  as  well  as  from  the  allegedly  “pro-native” 
policy  of  London.  From  now  on  “amalgamation”  was  seen  as  a  good 
way  of  “undermining”  and  destroying  the  influence  of  the  Colonial 
Office,  and  the  grant  of  responsible  government,  which  in  any  case 
could  only  be  a  preliminary  stage  towards  full  dominion  status,  seemed 
a  means  of  ensuring  Rhodesia’s  future  as  a  “white  man’s  country’. 
Lord  Passfield’s  1930  Memorandum  on  Native  Policy,  which  reaffirmed 
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the  paramountcy  of  1923  and  moreover  explicitly  ordered  the  government 
of  Northern  Rhodesia  to  take  “immediate  steps  to  ensure  conformity”, 
provoked  violent  protest  from  the  settlers.®  The  1931  Joint  Select  Com¬ 
mittee  and  the  governor  of  Northern  Rhodesia  watered  this  down  and 
reinterpreted  it  to  the  advantage  of  the  settlers  (saying  that  the  interests 
of  the  whites  must  not  be  subordinated  to  those  of  the  natives)®; 
but  in  1936  a  conference  in  Victoria  Falls  accepted  “amalgamation” 
and  “complete  self-government”.  So  now,  it  must  be  noted,  the  Northern 
Rhodesians  who  had  hitherto  been  rather  reluctant,  were  pressing  for 
amalgamation,  while  the  Rhodesia  Labour  party  in  the  south,  which 
considered  the  Northern  Rhodesian  native  policy  too  soft,  opposed  it.'^ 
The  British  Government  refused  the  demand  for  amalgamation  and  ap¬ 
pointed  a  commission  under  Lord  Bledisloe  to  visit  the  territories  in 
1938.  The  commission  report,  issued  in  1939,®  said  that  although  amalga¬ 
mation  was  a  good  idea  on  the  whole  and  would  be  economically 
profitable,  it  must  be  rejected  on  the  grounds  that  native  policy  in  the 
north  and  the  south  was  too  different.  In  the  House  of  Lords,  Lord 
Bledisloe  confirmed  that  segregation  and  trusteeship  were  two  “inherently 
different  and  divergent”  concepts.®  Not  even  the  conservative  members 
of  the  commission  were  ready  to  hand  over  policy-making  in  the  colonies 
to  the  settlers,  or  at  least  not  until  settlers  and  natives  were  “partners” 
and  both  sides  had  accepted  the  implications  of  this  partnership.  The 
commission  also  found  that  the  African  spokesmen  in  Northern  Rhodesia 
and  Nyasaland  definitely  opposed  amalgamation  with  the  south. 

The  Bledisloe  report  complied  with  London’s  general  policy  between 
the  wars:  abolishment  of  reserved  rights  and  conciliation  towards  the 
settlers  (but  acceptance  of  the  separate  reservations  and  legal  segregation), 
but  strict  refusal  to  grant  self-government  either  to  Northern  Rhodesia 
or  to  a  larger  unit.^® 

The  federation  of  the  two  Rhodesias  and  Nyasaland  did  not  come 
into  being  until  after  the  Second  World  War.  A  Labour  government 
had  prepared  it,  and  the  conservatives  put  it  into  effect. 

The  economic  advantage  of  amalgamation  were  obvious.  Northern 
Rhodesia’s  enormously  expanding  mining  industry  would  counterbalance 
the  predominantly  agricultural  resources  of  Southern  Rhodesia,  which 
was  only  beginning  to  industrialize.  The  two  states  were  interdependent 
in  their  system  of  communications  and  they  would  find  it  easier  to 
gain  the  necessary  funds  for  investment  jointly.  During  and  after  the 
war  there  was  much  talk  of  future  large-scale  economies,  and  as 
early  as  1945  ^  Central  African  Council  for  economic  co-ordination  was 
formed.  Some  specialists  doubted  the  economic  urgency  of  amalgamation, 
but  on  the  whole  it  was  accepted,  by  the  Labour  party  too.  Southern 
Rhodesia,  which  had  been  rather  reluctant  hitherto,  realized  that  it 
could  expect  considerable  gain  from  Northern  Rhodesian  copper  exports, 
and  these  would  be  the  greatest  source  of  revenue  in  a  future  federation. 
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These  economic  hopes  were  intimately  tied  to  political  aims.  Sir  Roy 
Welensky,  the  former  trade-unionist  and  leader  of  the  whites  in  Northern 
Rhodesia,  and  Sir  Huggins,  the  prime  minister  of  Southern  Rhodesia, 
aimed  to  create  an  economically  strong  central  African  dominion  under 
white  leadership.  Northern  Rhodesia  hoped  that  by  amalgamating  it 
would  at  last  be  able  to  get  away  from  Colonial  Office  rule.  In  1946 
Welensky  warned 

that  by  1968,  if  the  present  policy  continues,  there  will  be  an  elected 
African  majority  in  this  Chamber.  ...  I  don’t  think,  and  I  want  to  stress 
that  as  strongly  as  I  can,  that  the  next  15  to  20  years  will  see  the  black 
man  ready  for  our  form  of  government.  I  think  it  will  be  a  tragedy  if  that 
should  happen,  and  I  want  that  on  record.  I  say  that  for  50  or  possibly 
100  years  the  African  has  an  important  part  to  play  here,  but  he  has  to 
play  that  part  as  a  junior  partner,  and  I  am  prepared  to  accept  him  as 
such.  I  want  some  form  of  self-government  and  only  amalgamation  gives 
us  that  possibility.^^ 

Welensky  and  Huggins  thought  that  self-government  meant  first  and 
foremost  control  over  native  policy  and  the  power  to  determine  and 
delay  the  social  and  political  rise  of  the  Africans.  For  them  the  1948 
riots  in  the  Gold  Coast  and  the  Coussey  report  merely  confirmed  that 
London  intended  to  continue  with  the  West  Africa  policy  they  had 
already  prescribed  between  the  wars  and  was  preparing  for  African 
governments.  Sooner  or  later,  they  were  sure,  the  mother  country  would 
'‘betray”  the  white  settlers  in  East  Africa.  In  Rhodesia  itself,  the  African 
National  Congress  had  come  into  being  in  1943  and  in  1948  it  was 
followed  by  a  similar  organization  in  Northern  Rhodesia.  In  1945  and 
1948,  as  in  1935,  major  strikes  provoked  violent  protest  from  the  whites, 
especially  since  the  trade-union  experts  sent  out  by  the  Labour  govern¬ 
ment  had  helped  create  an  African  Trade  Union  in  the  Copperbelt! 

.  The  electoral  success  of  Dr  Malan’s  Boer  party,  which  proposed  as¬ 
sociation  with  South  Africa  rather  than  amalgamation  with  the  “black 
north”,  at  least  managed  to  quiet  these  whites  for  a  time.  But  Huggins 
and  later  Welensky  blackmailed  negotiations  with  London  by  threaten¬ 
ing  to  join  the  Union. 

The  arguments  of  the  whites  in  Rhodesia  also  served  the  conservatives 
in  the  mother  country  in  a  slightly  different  form.  They  thought  the 
large  investments  in  the  Copperbelt  would  be  more  secure  in  a  con¬ 
solidated  Rhodesia  and  would  promise  an  industrial  boom  such  as  the 
Union  of  South  Africa  had  experienced.  Personal  interests  in  mining 
and  financial  enterprises  or  family  relations  with  settlers  in  East  Africa 
confirmed  their  argument.  The  settlers,  as  the  mainstays  of  the  Empire, 
were  part  of  the  traditional  image  of  British  power  and  influence  in  the 
world,  an  image  the  conservatives  felt  obliged  to  uphold.  As  pioneers 
and  a  minority  group,  the  white  settlers  needed  imperial  protection 
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—a  protection  that  seemed  all  the  more  justified  as  the  conservatives  also 
rejected  the  Boers  and  their  racist  policy.  The  terms  of  trusteeship  seemed 
satisfied  by  reserved  rights,  the  renunciation  of  open  apartheid  and 
minimal  African  representation  in  the  federal  parliament.^^  At  the  mo¬ 
ment  when  Great  Britain  had  to  withdraw  from  Asia  and  the  Near  East, 
and  when  decolonization  seemed  about  to  begin  in  West  Africa  too, 
the  conservatives  obviously  thought  it  would  be  some  compensation  if 
a  new  dominion  came  into  being  in  Central  Africa,  an  area  with 
unprobed  economic  potential.  It  was  with  this  in  mind  that  the  conserva¬ 
tive  minister  of  state  Hopkinson  (later  Lord  Colyton)  spoke  in  Salisbury 
of  a  “great  new  bastion  of  British  power  in  Central  Africa”. 

The  Labour  party  could  not  entirely  reject  the  economic  arguments, 
especially  since,  after  1945,  it  was  trying  to  expand  colonial  production 
in  an  attempt  to  overcome  the  dollar  crisis  and  the  lack  of  raw  materials 
and  food.  Also,  a  Central  African  state  seemed  more  “viable”  and  likely 
to  offer  the  native  population  more  advantages  than  three  separate, 
allegedly  complementary  territories;  in  any  case  Nyasaland  was  a  minor 
country,  they  thought,  too  small  and  too  weak  for  future  self-govern¬ 
ment,  although  it  supplied  labour  to  Rhodesia.  If  the  settlers  were  not 
conciliated  they  threatened  to  follow  the  example  of  South  Africa, 
whereas  federation  at  least  held  some  hope  of  keeping  the  milder  form 
of  segregation  of  the  north. 

After  1945  the  settlers,  conservative  imperialists  and  the  Labour  party 
had  to  deal  with  the  same  factors,  although  their  aims,  hopes  and 
expectations  were  different.  The  Labour  party  was  aware  of  the  Africans’ 
distrust  of  federation,  but  did  not  want  to  pin  itself  down  too  soon 
and  was  willing  to  compromise.  So  the  discussion  centred  on  the  question 
of  how  the  rights  and  the  political  emancipation  of  the  native  inhabitants 
would  be  guaranteed  in  the  planned  federation. 

By  1948  Sir  Huggins  had  given  up  the  idea  of  amalgamation  in  the 
narrow  sense,  accepting  federation  instead  of  union  on  the  model  of 
South  Africa.  Northern  Rhodesia  and  Nyasaland  would  keep  their  colonial 
status  at  first  and  London  would  continue  to  be  responsible  for 
both  agrarian  and  native  policy.  At  the  same  time,  Welensky  was  given 
four  ministers  from  among  the  settlers  and  the  promise  that  the  governor 
would  not  go  against  the  unanimous  desire  of  the  elected  settler  deputies, 
in  spite  of  the  continued  majority  of  official  members  and  African 
spokesmen  in  the  legislative  council.  This  gave  the  settlers  a  kind  of 
veto.  As  a  result  of  lengthy  negotiations,  a  special  minister  was  to  be 
appointed  by  the  governor  and  an  African  Affairs  Board  was  planned 
to  represent  African  interests  in  the  federation  and  to  collaborate  in 
jurisdiction  and  other  issues  affecting  the  Africans:  in  case  of  conflict 
the  British  Government  would  have  the  last  word.  Huggins  declared  that 
such  reserved  rights,  as  experiences  in  South  Africa  and  Southern  Rhodesia 
had  shown,  had  little  importance  and  could  not  prevent  white  suprem- 
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acy.^^  The  Labour  government  had  gone  far  to  conciliate  the  settlers— 
they  were  even  to  determine  the  franchise  in  the  federal  parliament— and 
was  now  ready  to  form  the  federation.  But  it  wanted  to  make  quite  sure 
of  African  agreement  before  making  the  final  decision.  However,  the 
Africans  did  not  agree;  the  chiefs,  party  organizations  and  representative 
councils  in  Northern  Rhodesia  and  Nyasaland  vehemently  opposed  the 
plans  for  federation,  calling  on  old  agreements  and  their  status  of  “pro¬ 
tected  persons”,  and  claiming  the  trusteeship  of  the  Colonial  Office. 
They  distrusted  the  “safeguards”  and  predicted  that  Southern  Rhodesia 
would  dominate  the  federation.  Tlie  third  conference  in  Victoria  Falls  in 
September  and  October  1951  came  to  grief  over  this  issue  and  Southern 
Rhodesian  delaying  tactics.^® 

That  same  October  the  conservatives  came  into  office.  Apart  from 
the  prime  minister,  Winston  Churchill,  the  diehards  in  the  Cabinet 
included  Lord  Salisbury,  the  minister  for  Commonwealth  affairs,  who 
was  also  responsible  for  Southern  Rhodesia,  and  the  colonial  minister 
Lyttelton.  Lyttelton  declared  as  early  as  November  that  he  wanted  fed¬ 
eration  in  spite  of  African  resistance.  The  proposals  were  altered  in 
favour  of  the  settlers:  the  minister  for  native  affairs— that  “cuckoo's  egg” 
(Huggins) — was  dropped.  After  great  difficulty,  the  declaration  that 
Britain  would  grant  dominion  status  only  when  the  “inhabitants  [i.e. 
the  Africans,  too]  of  the  Territories  so  desired”^®  remained  in  the 
preamble.  The  House  of  Commons  passed  the  bill  on  24  March  1953 
by  304  votes  to  260,  and  Southern  Rhodesia  accepted  the  federation 
in  April  by  referendum.  In  a  population  of  2,000,000  Africans  and 
150,000  Europeans  only  46,355  voted,  of  whom  380  were  natives!  The 
settlers  and  official  members  in  the  legislatures  of  Northern  Rhodesia 
and  Nyasaland  accepted  the  bill,  while  the  Africans  and  appointed  speak¬ 
ers  for  the  Africans  refused  it.^'^ 

The  diverging  views  found  expression  in  violent  debate  in  and  out 
of  Parliament.  The  colonial  minister,  Lyttelton,  dismissed  the  opposition 
arguments  by  saying  that  in  the  north  the  colonial  regime  would  remain, 
and  that  it  was  not  the  federation's  business  to  determine  the  political 
development  of  Northern  Rhodesia  and  Nyasaland.  From  now  on,  con¬ 
stitutional  changes,  as  stated  in  the  preamble,  would  require  a  majority 
agreement.^®  He  said  the  Labour  party  had  prepared  the  federation, 
and  its  present  opposition  to  it  was  simply  a  form  of  parliamentary 
obstruction.  Lyttelton  did  not  deny  the  Africans'  resistance  to  federation, 
but  called  on  the  mother  country's  duty  to  carry  through  any  measure 
it  considered  right.  So  he  called  on  trusteeship  to  sanction  federation. 
As  usual,  conservative  M.P.s  attacked  the  “minority  of  agitators  who 
unjustifiably  alleged  that  they  represented  the  Africans.  “African 
opinion  does  not  exist”  1^®  One  must  not  distrust  the  settlers,  who  were 
responsible  for  the  economic  and  cultural  development  of  the  territories. 
Racial  discrimination  and  segregation  were  justified  with  regard  to  the 
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difference  in  the  levels  of  development.  London  refused  the  idea  of 
permanent  European  rule,  said  the  conservatives— but  the  white  Rhode¬ 
sians  were  not  Boers  but  British,  i.e.  “our  own  people”!  Julian  Amery, 
a  son  of  L.  S.  Amery,  said  that  the  aim  of  British  policy  was  a  “new 
British  Dominion  founded  on  a  partnership  of  all  the  races”.  On  24 
March  1953,  Lyttelton  also  described  federation  as  the  “turning-point 
in  the  history  of  Africa  ...  it  will  solve  the  question  of  partnership 
between  the  races” He  said  the  British  Government  trusted  Huggins 
and  Welensky  as  “liberal-minded  Englishmen”  who,  on  the  basis  of 
Cecil  Rhodes’  formula  of  “equal  rights  for  all  civilized  men”,  would 
set  up  “multi-racial  communities”.^^ 

Partnership  and  multi-racial  communities  were  the  new  ideological 
slogans  open  to  anyone  who  wanted  to  justify  his  own  position.  Partner¬ 
ship  took  the  place  not  just  of  trusteeship  but  also  of  paramountcy, 
although  this  rather  negated  the  demand  for  white  supremacy  and 
implied  future  “African  states”.  But  even  the  Labour  party  did  not 
reckon  with  this  possibility  in  1945.  Since  it  also  knew  of  the  settlers’ 
strong  objections  to  Lord  Passfield’s  1930  declaration  and  wanted  to 
neutralize  the  conservative  opposition,  it  officially  gave  up  “paramountcy” 
in  1949  and  replaced  it  by  “partnership”.^®  The  important  Labour  state¬ 
ment  of  13  December  1950  accordingly  said  “that  all  persons  who  are 
concerned  with  the  future  of  these  Territories  [East  Africa]  will  work 
together  towards  the  goal  of  true  partnership”.®^  The  conservatives  and 
even  the  white  Rhodesians  adopted  the  concept  of  partnership.  In  Decem¬ 
ber  1950  Sir  Huggins  declared: 

We  are  anxious  to  build  up  this  country  on  the  basis  of  a  partnership 

between  the  various  races,  not  to  use  colour  as  a  test  of  a  man’s  ability 

and  culture;  we  can  only  develop  and  hold  this  country  as  partners.®® 

It  is  interesting  to  examine  what  they  actually  meant  by  partnership 
and  how  they  intended  to  achieve  it. 

The  conservatives  could  use  the  dual  policy  of  the  1920s  as  a  starting 
point.  Dual  policy  opposed  both  South  African  apartheid  and  the  “West 
Africa  policy”,  but  practically  accepted  racial  segregation  and  white 
supremacy,  postulating  a  slow  integration  of  Africans  by  representation 
in  the  legislative  council,  census  franchise  and  a  relaxing  of  the  colour 
bar,  which  would  one  day  lead  to  a  multi-racial  community.  A  common 
roll,  together  with  Cecil  Rhodes’  formula,  seemed  the  right  tool  for 
this,  since  the  gradual  extension  of  franchise  complied  with  Britain’s 
own  traditions,  sounded  liberal,  and  yet  did  not  endanger  white  suprem¬ 
acy  in  the  foreseeable  future;  nor  did  it  force  Britain  to  grant  the  settlers’ 
demands  for  official  recognition  of  Rhodesia  as  a  white  man’s  country. 
This  method  also  served  to  hide  the  differences  of  opinion  within  the 
party:  while  some  Conservatives  more  or  less  explicitly  took  the  side 
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of  the  settlers  and  interpreted  partnership  accordingly, 2®  others  were 
prepared  to  take  into  account  potential  African  emancipation  and  to 
exert  a  certain  amount  of  pressure  on  the  whites,  or  even  to  go  further 
than  their  own  policy  and  grant  concessions  to  the  northern  territories 
too.  Above  all  the  slogan  “partnership”  promised  a  way  out  of  the 
dilemma  of  being  unable  to  give  either  self-government  to  the  settlers 
or  full  franchise  and  majority  representation  in  the  legislative  council 
to  the  Africans.  Interpreted  in  a  liberal  sense,  partnership  could  mean 
parity  representation  in  the  legislative  and  executive  council,  and  the 
“equality  of  the  partners”  would  then  refer  not  to  individuals  but  to 
the  two  racial  communities.  The  Northern  Rhodesian  Government  ex¬ 
pressed  this  view  in  its  1952  “Statement  on  Partnership”,  which  attacked 
segregation.2'^  The  whole  problem  of  the  British  East  Africa  policy  lay 
here:  even  if  such  a  parity  government  was  declared  the  “ultimate” 
aim,  the  settlers  would  see  it  as  a  threat  to  their  privileged  position 
and  to  white  supremacy;  the  Africans  on  the  other  hand  would  sooner 
or  later  claim  the  democratic  principle  of  “one  man  one  vote”  and  not 
be  content  with  mere  parity  representation.  Between  the  wars  and 
immediately  after  the  war,  partnership  in  this  sense,  even  had  it  been 
officially  declared  the  aim  of  British  policy  in  territories  with  strong 
white  minorities,  would  have  offered  a  viable  solution,  or  at  least  some 
hope  of  one.  But  in  the  1950s,  when  West  Africa  was  approaching 
independence  and  Nkrumah  had  already  formed  an  African  government, 
there  was  small  hope  of  persuading  African  nationalists  to  accept  this 
form  of  decolonization. 

London,  including  the  Labour  party,  preferred  not  to  specify  the 
term  “partnership”.  In  1953,  when  it  was  in  opposition,  the  Labour  party 
had  rejected  federation,  saying  that  it  meant  Britain  would  forefeit  the 
Africans’  trust  (the  liberal  John  Moffat  in  Northern  Rhodesia  issued 
the  same  warning^®),  betray  trusteeship  and  open  the  way  to  white 
supremacy.  The  African  nationalists,  it  said,  were  a  new  “challenge” 
which  England  must  face  up  to.^®  The  Africans  had  not  been  included 
in  the  conferences  and  negotiations  and  it  was  no  wonder  that  radical 
groups  were  increasingly  gaining  the  upper  hand.  London  must  maintain 
its  control  until  the  Africans  could  effectively  represent  themselves  and 
had  obtained  equal  rights.  This  could  be  achieved  by  undertaking  active 
measures  to  extend  the  educational  system  and  the  franchise;  there  was 
hope  that  the  racial  question  would  become  less  important  then,  and 
that  political  parties  would  form  on  the  basis  of  class  interests.  “Equal 
rights  for  all  civilized  men”  should  be  taken  seriously,  Labour  said, 
and  should  serve  as  an  instrument  for  partnership.  However,  it  would 
require  very  long  transitional  periods  and  the  co-operation  of  the  settlers. 
Neither  of  these  conditions  was  likely  to  be  fulfilled  now,  and  the 
Labour  party’s  hope  that  these  measures  would  successfully  solve  the 
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problem  of  the  settler  minorities  and  make  deeolonization  possible  seems 
in  retrospect  highly  unrealistic. 

The  opponents  of  federation  in  1953  included  Margery  Perham,  the 
Scottish  mission  in  Nyasaland,  the  archbishop  of  Canterbury  and  the 
well-known  empire  historians  Hancock  and  Harlow.  This  group  was 
similar  to  the  one  that  had  opposed  the  Closer  Union  plans  of  the 
Conservative  government  in  1930.  They  were  prepared  to  encourage 
African  opposition  to  federation  and  accepted  the  idea  of  African  emanci¬ 
pation.  It  seemed  better  to  them  not  to  wait  for  the  African  masses 
to  reach  a  standard  of  civilization  comparable  to  the  European  but  to 
give  Africans  some  political  power  relatively  soon,  in  the  hope  that 
this  evidence  of  goodwill  would  create  an  atmosphere  of  co-operation 
in  which  London  could  gradually  move  forward  and  which  would 
allow  the  whites  to  keep  their  position  of  economic  leadership.  Mrs. 
Perham^®  and  the  archbishop  of  Canterbury®^  were  already  contemplat¬ 
ing  the  idea  of  African  majorities.  In  any  case,  federation  threatened 
to  prejudice  future  political  development  by  leaving  it  in  the  hands 
of  the  white  minorities.  It  seems  that  the  colonial  ofEcials  of  Northern 
Rhodesia  and  Nyasaland  did  not  show  much  enthusiasm  for  federation 
either;  their  distrust  of  the  settlers  stemmed  from  their  very  paternalistic 
attitude.®® 

In  the  years  that  followed,  the  discussion  of  “partnership”  concen¬ 
trated  on  the  question  of  East  Africa’s  constitutional  development  and 
the  franchise.  Could  and  should  Great  Britain  accept  universal  suffrage 
for  the  Africans,  i.e.  one  man  one  vote?  Was  it  prepared  to  question 
the  supremacy  of  the  settlers?  For  a  long  time  the  conservatives  tried 
to  avoid  this  grave  decision  by  stressing  the  difference  in  the  levels  of 
civilization  and  the  whites’  mission  of  leadership.  They  hoped  to  extend 
the  franchise  so  slowly  that  the  question  of  the  future  would  become 
irrelevent.  This  meant  that  they  came  close  to  the  settlers’  position. 
As  a  result  the  concept  of  partnership  became  vague  and  unconvincing. 
The  Labour  party  found  it  much  easier  to  take  a  stand  since  it  was 
in  opposition  and  indeed  was  more  and  more  inclined  to  openly  accept 
universal  suffrage,  arguing  that  what  was  valid  for  West  Africa  could  not 
be  denied  East  and  Central  Africa.  Transitional  steps  were  necessary, 
they  agreed,  but  the  ultimate  goal  must  be  the  establishment  of  African 
governments.®®  So  the  party  overcame  its  earlier  hesitation,  at  least  in 
terms  of  doctrine,  and  was  willing  to  “sacrifice”  the  white  minorities 
whom  it  had  criticized  and  opposed  from  the  start. 

Whether  the  partnership  foreseen  in  the  preamble  of  the  constitution 
could  create  a  viable  basis  for  decolonization  depended  primarily  on  the 
attitude  of  the  whites  in  Southern  and  Northern  Rhodesia  after  1953; 
the  first  step  would  have  to  be  a  relaxation  of  the  colour  bar  and  a 
liberalization  of  African  franchise.  We  must  content  ourselves  with 
a  brief  outline  of  the  situation.  Economically  the  Federation  was  no 
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doubt  a  success.  However,  the  main  reason  for  its  growing  prosperity 
was  the  huge  demand  for  copper;  the  eonstruction  of  the  great  Kariba 
Dam  was  a  debatable  benefit.^^  The  Africans’  fear  that  the  Federation 
would  be  dominated  by  Southern  Rhodesia  proved  eorrect.  The  northern 
territories  obtained  new  constitutions  and  wider  Afriean  representation, 
but  remained  far  behind  the  rate  of  development  in  West  Africa.  This 
fostered  discontent  among  the  Afriean  nationalists,  resulting  in  election 
boycotts,  strikes  and  demonstrations.®®  Southern  Rhodesia  relaxed  the 
colour  bar  slightly,  but  by  no  means  lifted  it,  not  even  legally.  Sir 
Huggins  skilfully  took  up  the  new  slogan  of  partnership,  but  described 
it  as  the  relationship  of  “horse  and  rider”!®®  The  Rhodesian  settlers 
made  the  formula  “equal  rights  for  all  civilized  men”  serve  as  a  pretext 
for  preventing  Africans  from  having  a  part  in  policy-making  in  “the 
foreseeable  future”.®^  The  old  argument  that  the  mass  of  Africans  was 
chiefly  interested  in  economic  improvement  may  have  convinced  some 
conservative  cireles  in  England,  but  was  obviously  irrelevant  to  the 
present  situation.  Sir  Huggins  did  not,  it  is  true,  abolish  the  common 
roll  as  South  Africa  had  done,  but  instead  he  raised  the  electoral  qualifica¬ 
tions  in  1951.®®  The  number  of  enfranchised  voters  remained  minimal 
and  the  Southern  Rhodesian  Parliament  was  “all  white”!  The  Capricorn 
African  Society  tried  to  take  a  more  liberal  attitude,  but  in  1958  the 
prime  minister,  Todd,  was  ousted  by  an  internal  party  rebellion,  on 
the  grounds  of  his  allegedly  pro-Afriean  poliey  (he  had  proposed,  among 
other  things,  a  modest  extension  of  the  franchise)  and  replaced  by 
Edgar  Whitehead,  who  in  turn  was  hard  pressed  by  Field’s  Dominion 
party.  The  white  Southern  Rhodesians  stressed  the  foundation  of  a 
multi-racial  university  in  Salisbury  in  1957,  but  this  could  not  hide 
the  fact  that  they  had  no  intention  of  aceepting  partnership.  They  felt 
it  was  a  threat  to  their  privileged  minority  position.®® 

In  1957-1958  a  complicated  system  of  two  eommon  rolls  was  set 
up  at  Federation  level  by  changes  in  the  franchise  and  the  constitution. 
Superficially  it  conformed  to  the  1953  agreements  and  made  possible 
African  representation  in  parliament,  but  in  fact  it  restricted  this  represen¬ 
tation  and,  moreover,  was  even  likely  to  exclude  the  nationalists  en¬ 
tirely.^®  Instead  of  the  desired  rapprochement  between  the  two  raees, 
it  resulted  in  a  distinct  polarization.  The  Africans  could  no  longer 
legally  be  refused  access  to  the  administration,  but  this  access  was 
manipulated  and  restricted  to  subordinate  positions.  In  addition,  the 
British  Government  refused  to  make  use  of  its  reserved  powers.  Two 
disputed  laws  were  approved  and  in  i957>  when  the  African  Affairs 
Board  raised  objections  to  the  franchise  of  the  Federation,  the  colonial 
minister  Lennox-Boyd  did  not  intervene  in  order  to  support  Welensky 
(prime  minister  since  1956)  against  the  Dominion  party.  This  completely 
discredited  the  African  Affairs  Board  and  the  Africans  lost  all  hope  that 
London  would  intervene  for  them  as  trustee.  Lennox-Boyd  even  promised 
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Welensky  that  London  would  decree  no  law  in  the  federation  without 
being  requested  to  do  so  by  the  Rhodesian  Government.  This  proved 
Huggins’  prophecy  that  the  reserved  rights  would  be  worth  only  the 
paper  they  were  written  on. 

The  increased  resistance  on  the  part  of  the  Africans  first  became 
apparent  in  Nyasaland,  when  Dr  Banda,  after  his  return  from  London 
in  July  1958,  took  over  leadership  of  the  nationalist  opposition.  He 
favoured  leaving  the  Federation,  demanded  an  African  majority  in  the 
legislative  council  and  launched  a  wave  of  strikes,  demonstrations  and 
attacks  against  the  whites,  which  culminated  in  the  March  1959  riots. 
The  governor  declared  a  state  of  emergency,  called  in  federal  troops 
(there  were  no  whites  among  the  casualties!)  and  arrested  the  leaders 
of  the  African  opposition.  The  British  prime  minister  was  obliged  to 
send  out  a  commission  of  experts  under  Judge  Devlin,  which  presented 
an  excellent  report  in  July.  The  report  confirmed  that  there  was  no 
proof  of  any  plot  for  mass  murders  of  whites,  as  the  Rhodesians  had 
asserted,  described  Nyasaland  as  a  “police  state”  and  criticized  the  arrest 
of  Dr  Banda.  It  said  the  African  Congress  had  the  backing  of  the 
people  and  expressed  a  universal  antipathy  to  the  Federation.^!  The 
Labour  party  used  the  Devlin  report,  which  discredited  Welensky  and 
proved  untenable  several  of  the  British  conservatives’  theses,  as  electoral 
propaganda;  the  report  is  also  said  to  have  embarrassed  the  government 
and  to  have  provoked  Macmillan  against  Welensky  and  the  settlers. 
Certainly  it  contributed  to  the  prime  minister’s  policy  change  in  i960. 

Macmillan  introduced  his  new  policy  immediately  after  the  October 
elections.  The  young  and  active  MacLeod,  one  of  the  reformers,  became 
colonial  minister  in  place  of  Lennox-Boyd,  governors  were  summoned 
to  London  and  the  new  minister  went  on  a  tour  of  Africa.  As  early 
as  December  i960  the  governor  of  Tanganyika  announced  new  elections 
aimed  at  giving  the  legislative  council  an  African  majority;  the  same 
happened  in  Uganda  in  1961.  This  means  that  the  two  East  African 
territories  that  had  no  real  settler  problem  took  the  M^est  African  course 
and  began  a  rapid  decolonization.  Even  more  important  was  MacLeod’s 
Kenya  policy.  The  minister  ordered  preparations  for  opening  up  the 
white  highlands,  suspended  the  seven-year-old  state  of  emergency,  am¬ 
nestied  suspected  Mau  Maus  and  held  a  Kenya  conference  in  London 
in  January  and  February  1960.^2  The  subsequent  White  Paper  promised 
a  common  roll,  much  wider  franchise,  an  elected  African  majority  in 
the  legislative  council  and  African  participation  in  the  executive  council. 
MacLeod  had  taken  the  decisive  step:  he  had  recognized  Kenya  as  a 
potentially  African  state,  renounced  both  the  concept  of  white  supremacy 
and  a  parity  solution  and  was  steering  towards  an  African  majority 
government!  Britain  no  longer  paid  heed  to  the  settlers’  protests  and 
refused  to  treat  the  colonies  with  white  minorities  as  special  cases.  This 
meant  in  effect  that  the  attempts  to  give  the  white  ruling  class  a  privileged 
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position  had  failed.  If  London  wanted  to  normalize  the  confused  situa¬ 
tion  caused  by  the  Mau  Mau  riots  and  subsequent  repression,  and  to 
carry  decolonization  a  step  further,  it  had  to  risk  taking  the  decisive 
step  to  representative  government  and  applying  the  West  Africa  policy 
in  East  Africa  too. 

The  prime  minister  supported  his  colonial  minister  by  making  an 
African  tour  himself  in  January  and  February  1960.^^  In  Ghana  he 
spoke  of  the  “wind  of  change  blowing  through  Africa",  of  the  special 
position  of  the  African  dominions  within  the  Commonwealth  and  of 
the  mother  country’s  willingness  to  encouraged  decolonization.  In  a  press 
conference  in  Lagos  Macmillan  declared  that 

the  Government  of  the  United  Kingdom  have  made  it  clear — abundantly 
clear — that  we  will  not  remove  the  protection  of  the  British  Government 
to  either  of  the  northern  Territories — Northern  Rhodesia  or  Nyasaland — 
until  it  is  clear  that  the  expressed  wish  of  these  peoples  is  to  enter  into  a 
full  and  independent  federation. 

This  statement,  immediately  interpreted  by  the  world  press  as  a  land¬ 
mark  in  British  East  Africa  policy,  in  fact  only  reaffirmed  the  preamble  of 
the  1953  federal  constitution.  But  it  also  indicated  that  London  was 
willing  to  promote  the  political  development  of  the  African  protectorates 
in  the  direction  of  self-government  and  confronted  the  federal  govern¬ 
ment  with  the  possible  secession  of  the  North.  In  Northern  Rhodesia 
Macmillan  talked  with  African  nationalists  recently  released  from  prison, 
and  ordered  the  Southern  Rhodesian  whites  to  liberalize  their  racist 
policy.^^  Then,  on  3  February,  he  addressed  a  well-prepared,  politely 
worded,  yet  very  resolute  speech  to  the  South  African  Parliament.^® 
He  reminded  it  of  the  importance  of  the  British  market  and  British 
capital  for  South  Africa  and  pointed  out  that  “the  strength  of  this 
African  national  consciousness”  raised  a  decisive  question  in  world  politics, 
namely  whether  the  Asian  and  African  peoples  would  join  the  West 
or  the  East.  British  decolonization  since  the  war  had  been  in  the  interests 
of  the  Gommonwealth,  he  said,  and  Great  Britain  claimed  the  responsi¬ 
bility  for  this— in  East  Africa  too.  South  African  apartheid  was  not 
reconcilable  with  British  concepts. 

What  made  Macmillan  give  free  rein  to  MacLeod,  in  spite  of  internal 
party  opposition,  commit  himself  personally  and  clash  directly  with  both 
the  Rhodesian  Government  and  with  South  Africa?  The  question  of 
principles  was  no  doubt  secondary.  What  directly  influenced  the  British 
prime  minister,  apart  from  the  critical  balance  of  payments  which  made 
extensive  engagement  in  East  Africa  impossible,  was  the  world  political 
situation  and  the  problems  of  the  Commonwealth.  London  had  obviously 
realized  that  the  process  of  decolonization,  which  so  far  had  proved 
successful,  must  not  be  opposed  in  East  Africa,  for  this  would  risk 
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losing  the  prestige  Britain  had  gained  without  bringing  the  process 
permanently  to  a  halt.  The  Eastern  bloc  and  the  neutral  states  in 
and  outside  the  U.N,  supported  the  African  nationalists,  as  did  the 
United  States,  and  with  the  independence  of  the  Belgian  Congo  an¬ 
other  potential  ally  was  gone.  France  was  at  war  in  Algeria  and  a 
similar  open  conflict  in  East  Africa  was  well  within  the  range  of  possi¬ 
bilities.  In  this  case  the  well-armed  troops  of  the  white  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  would  be  called  in,  which  would  have  been  untenable  in  terms 
of  internal  politics  and  would  have  jeopardized  the  Commonwealth,  for 
the  black  dominions,  and  Canada  too,  protested  against  racial  discrim¬ 
ination.  Whether  South  Africa  would  remain  in  the  Commonwealth 
was  another  point  at  issue,  and  one  which  could  be  a  threat.  However 
hard  it  was,  the  Conservative  government’s  only  hope  would  be  to  come 
out  of  its  former  reticence,  take  the  initiative  in  East  Africa  and  dis¬ 
sociate  itself  from  racist  South  Africa  in  order  to  retain  faith  in  the 
Commonwealth,  avoid  chaos  in  the  Congo  and  defend  British  interests 
by  continuing  negotiations,  however  limited.  The  longer  it  delayed, 
the  stronger  the  radical  forces  became  in  and  outside  of  the  nationalist 
movement;  the  present  leaders,  particularly  Kaunda  in  Northern  Rhodesia, 
in  whom  London  had  some  faith,  must  not  be  forced  to  turn  to  illegal 
actions.  Similar  considerations  influenced  the  great  mining  concerns 
of  Northern  Rhodesia.  It  seemed  more  expedient  to  dissolve  their  close 
ties  with  the  white  minorities,  to  support  a  relaxation  of  the  colour  bar 
and  to  prepare  for  future  collaboration  with  African  governments.^® 
London  may  also  have  hoped  that  it  could  use  the  northern  territories 
to  exert  pressure  on  the  white  Rhodesians  and  to  persuade  both  South¬ 
ern  Rhodesia  and  the  Federal  Government  to  change  course.  Whatever 
the  case,  London  was  faced  with  dilemma:  either  it  had  to  defend  the 
settlers  and  endanger  the  Commonwealth,  or  obey  political  necessity 
and  “sacrifice”  the  white  minorities.  Macmillan  decided  in  favour  of 
considerations  of  state! 

The  British  Government’s  decision  was  confirmed  by  the  Monckton 
Commission,  which  was  to  report  on  the  state  of  Rhodesia  for  the 
planned  revision  of  the  federal  constitution  in  i960  and  to  submit 
proposals.  This  report  was  issued  in  October.^^  The  colonial  minister 
released  Dr  Banda  from  prison  during  the  summer  and  negotiated  a 
draft  constitution  with  him  in  London  which  promised  elections  in 
Nyasaland  in  1961  and  African  majority  representation  in  the  legislative 
council.  The  Monckton  Commission  did  not  hesitate  to  criticize  the 
Federation.  The  report  stated  that  federation  did  indeed  have  great 
economic  value  and  should  therefore  not  be  given  up,  but  that  since 
an  overwhelming  majority  of  Africans  opposed  it,  it  must  be  extensively 
revised  (the  report  proposed  at  least  parity  representation  for  Africans 
in  the  federal  parliament).  London  must  admit  the  right  to  leave  the 
Commonwealth  and  take  further  steps  towards  full  self-government  in 
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Northern  Rhodesia.  Federation  was  inadmissible  if  racial  discrimination 
continued  in  Southern  Rhodesia. 

As  was  to  be  expected,  Macmillan’s  and  MacLeod’s  1960-1961  Africa 
policy  was  greeted  with  great  enthusiasm  by  the  liberals  and  the  Labour 
party,  but  provoked  a  storm  of  resentment  in  Rhodesia  and  a  serious 
crisis  within  the  Conservative  party.  However,  the  1959  riots  in  Nyasa- 
land  and  the  change  of  policy  in  London  did  persuade  Southern  Rhodesia 
to  relax  the  colour  bar.  Hotels  were  opened  to  Africans,  separate  post- 
ofhce  counters  were  abolished  and  the  alcohol  law  was  liberalized;  from 
1961  on  the  unions  accepted  black  members,  and  the  government 
abolished  the  legal  colour  bar  in  the  administration.  Prime  Minister 
Welensky  gave  up  the  idea  of  dominion  status  for  the  Federation.  But 
the  settlers  organized  resistance  against  London’s  new  policy  and  issued 
new  laws  for  the  suppression  of  the  nationalists.^®  The  high  judge  of 
the  Federation,  Sir  Robert  Tredgold,  resigned  in  protest. 

We  can  gauge  the  mood  of  the  whites  at  this  time  from  the  journal 
East  Africa  and  Rhodesia,  which  appeared  in  London  but  was  linked 
with  Welensky’s  party.  This  was  the  same  journal  that  had  protested 
so  violently  against  MacLeod’s  Kenya  conference  in  January  and  February 
i960,  alleging  that  the  entirely  inexperienced  minister  had  betrayed  the 
whites,  gone  back  on  all  his  promises  and  made  concessions  to  the  Mau 
Mau  leaders.^®  In  November  1962  it  described  MacLeod  as  “incompa¬ 
rably  the  worst  Secretary  of  State  of  living  memory”  and  a  “cynical 
Prime  Minister”.®®  Universal  franchise  was  untenable,  it  said;  it  was 
nonsensical  and  treacherous  and  the  expression  of  a  defeatism  that  had 
been  ruining  the  Empire  for  fifteen  years  and  jeopardizing  the  Common¬ 
wealth. 

The  Tory  wing  of  the  Conservative  party  opposed  Macmillan’s  policy 
just  as  openly  and  resolutely,  though  somewhat  less  brusquely.  In  March 
i960  Lord  Salisbury  warned  against  the  new  Kenya  constitution,  saying 
that  Britain  had  considered  it  its  duty  to  prepare  the  colonies  for  self- 
government  but  Kenya  was  not  yet  ready  for  it.  What  would  happen,  he 
asked,  if  a  Mboya  or  even  Kenyatta  ruled?  “The  first  Elizabethan  age 
was  one  of  expansion,  of  seeking  new  worlds  to  conquer,  and  ours  is  be¬ 
coming  more  and  more  an  age  of  retreat.”  When  the  Romans  withdrew 
from  the  outposts,  the  “dark  ages”  had  dawned  there.  “Do  not  let  that 
happen  to  us— do  not  let  us  rashly  abandon  the  outworks  until  we  know 
that  we  are  handing  them  into  safe  and  dependable  hands.”®^  Whose 
these  safe  and  dependable  hands  were  and  whether  they  would  appear 
after  a  fairly  long  and  patient  wait.  Lord  Salisbury  did  not  say!  The  gov¬ 
ernment  could  refute  the  stereotyped  accusation  of  premature  action  by 
the  far  more  valid  argument  that  radical  forces  were  already  pressing 
for  power.  In  i960,  after  Britain’s  withdrawal  from  Asia  and  West  Africa, 
East  Africa  had  become  the  last  bastion  of  the  Empire  for  supporters  of 
imperial  tradition  and  Tory  back-benchers,  and  their  main  concern  was  to 
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defend  it.  Nor  was  it  surprising  that  personal  interests  played  a  part  in 
the  Suez  rebellion  and,  to  a  certain  extent,  in  the  opposition  to  Britain 
joining  the  Common  Market.  In  protest  against  Macmillan’s  Cyprus 
policy.  Lord  Salisbury  resigned  his  chairmanship  of  the  conservatives  in 
the  House  of  Lords  to  become  a  central  figure  in  the  Rhodesian  lobby 
within  the  party.®^  One  must  not  underestimate  the  role  of  economic 
interests  here,  for  MacLeod's  opponents  included  former  settlers  and  con¬ 
servatives  with  relatives  among  the  East  African  settlers,  but  also  members 
of  boards  of  directors  of  large  mining  concerns  and  finance  companies  in 
Rhodesia  and  South  Africa,  above  all  Lord  Robins,  the'  chairman  of  the 
British  South  Africa  Company.  These  men  had  to  reckon  on  losing  their 
immense  revenues  from  the  license  dues  of  the  copper  mines  if  Northern 
Rhodesia  became  independent.  With  the  help  of  an  advertising  agency, 
the  Rhodesian  lobby  launched  a  propaganda  campaign  for  the  Federa¬ 
tion  and  for  Prime  Minister  Welensky.  The  conservative  opposition 
group  was  well  represented  in  the  East  and  Central  Africa  Committee  and 
in  the  party’s  Commonwealth  Council,  and  was  able  to  assert  its  interests 
at  the  party  conference  in  October  i960.  MacLeod  compared  the  ad¬ 
vantages  of  Britain’s  making  concessions  with  the  effects  of  U.N.  action, 
and  defended  the  new  course  in  the  following  memorable  words: 

I  cannot  promise  you  a  popular  colonial  policy.  There  will  certainly  be 

hardship,  sweat  and  tears,  but  I  hope  no  blood  shed  and  no  bitterness. 

.  .  .  But  we  must  go  this  way — there  is  no  other.^^ 

A  T017  group  under  Lord  Colyton,  the  former  secretary  of  state  for  the 
colonies  in  1952-1955  (as  Henry  Hopkinson)  and  chairman  of  the  Joint 
East  and  Central  Africa  Board,  intervened  in  the  internal  party  discussion 
with  a  memorandum.®^  With  considerable  diplomatic  skill  he  showed  that 
the  formation  of  multi-raeial  communities  without  discrimination  and 
without  a  colour  bar  was  the  duty  of  the  Commonwealth;  the  mother 
country’s  function  was  to  “hold  the  ring  until  there  is  assurance  that 
within  such  communities  minority  rights  will  be  respected”.  The  memo¬ 
randum  did  not  repeat  the  facile  and  obviously  no  longer  relevant  argu¬ 
ments  of  Lord  Malvern  (Sir  Huggins)  and  Lord  Robins,  nor  did  it  ae- 
cuse  the  nationalists  of  being  non-representative  “saboteurs”,  but  openly 
demanded  a  common  roll  and  the  gradual  abolition  of  racial  segregation. 
It  said  Kenya  was  headed  for  independence  and  Nyasaland  too  must  be¬ 
come  a  self-governing  African  State”.  The  opposition  against  Macmillan 
and  MacLeod  was  voiced  indirectly:  it  was  wrong  to  grant  universal  fran- 
ehise  so  soon®®;  a  colony  could  not  become  independent  until  it  had 
reached  a  certain  level  of  political  maturity  and  until  racism  had  “van¬ 
ished”  as  a  political  problem.®®  Nyasaland  could  obtain  self-government 
only  within  the  Federation. 
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On  the  surface,  then,  the  opponents  did  not  deny  or  dismiss  the  chal¬ 
lenge  of  change;  in  fact,  however,  they  approved  a  policy  of  status  quo. 
The  formula  “equal  rights  for  all  civilized  men”  served  as  a  pretext  for 
describing  the  extension  of  the  franchise  and  the  transition  to  African 
majorities  as  “premature”.®^  It  was  unrealistic  to  wait  for  the  racial  con¬ 
flict  to  vanish.  Meanwhile  MacLeod,  with  his  policy  of  generous  conces¬ 
sions,  had  taken  the  only  possible  remaining  path  to  calm  the  Africans’ 
suspicions  and  to  persuade  the  relatively  moderate  nationalists  to  co¬ 
operate.  Incidentally,  it  is  striking  that  in  the  final  phase  of  decoloniza¬ 
tion  the  terms  “partnership”  and  “multi-racial  communities”  changed 
in  meaning;  they  no  longer  implied  conciliation  of  the  Africans  and 
African  collaboration  under  predominantly  white  rule,  but  instead  rep¬ 
resented  the  claim  of  the  white  minority  for  equal  rights,  or  at  least 
participation  within  an  African  state! 

The  Tory  opposition  to  Macmillan  and  MacLeod  gave  the  BOW 
group  of  young  conservatives  the  idea  of  trying  to  modernize  the  party, 
and  they  intervened  in  the  colonial  issue  with  their  own  proposals.  They 
described  decolonization  in  Africa  as  Britain’s  honourable  duty  and  ap¬ 
proved  setting  a  timetable  for  Kenya:  responsible  government  should  be 
promised  for  1965,  independence  for  1970.  They  recommended  suspending 
the  state  of  emergency  in  Nyasaland,  the  release  of  Dr  Banda,  and  a  new 
franchise  affecting  some  hundred  thousand  Africans.  The  group  dissociated 
itself  from  the  Federation.  These  proposals  from  the  reform  wing  of  the 
Conservative  party  excited  notice  and  provoked  some  resistance  from  the 
Tories,  but  were  adopted  in  the  main  by  the  government— who  even 
shortened  the  proposed  timetables.  The  BOW  group  proposals  also  pro¬ 
voked  the  Monday  Club  of  young  right-wing  conservatives  under  the 
patronage  of  Lord  Salisbury  to  publish  its  own  pamphlets  defending 
Welensky’s  policy.  The  chiefs  and  the  moderate  nationalists,  they  as¬ 
serted,  represented  the  African  majority  while  racial  nationalists  were 
an  insignificant  minority  who  jeopardized  the  multi-racial  unity  of  the 
Federation.®® 

The  Tory  rebellion  reached  its  height  in  mid-February  1961,  during  the 
discussion  on  constitutional  changes  in  Northern  Rhodesia.  The  Tories 
thought  MacLeod’s  White  Paper  was  likely  to  lead  to  an  anti-federation 
majority  in  the  legislative  council  and  was  therefore  a  danger  to  the 
Federation  as  such.  The  Rhodesian  lobby  and  the  Tory  group  within  the 
party  tried  to  prevent  this  by  all  possible  means,  to  overthrow  MacLeod, 
and  to  force  Macmillan  to  change  his  policy,  if  not  to  resign.  The  Turton 
motion  on  11  February  1961,  an  ostensibly  harmless  motion  “only” 
against  racial  representation  (i.e.  representation  that  was  to  some  extent 
proportional  to  the  population)  and  demanding  franchise  on  the  basis  of 
“equal  rights  for  all  civilized  men”,  suddenly  obtained  102  signatures 
from  the  conservative  faction,  and  threatened,  apparently  at  least,  to  split 
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the  party.®®  How  far  the  split  was  prevented  by  the  usual  factional  dis¬ 
cipline,  by  Welensky’s  awkward  intervention  in  Northern  Rhodesian  af¬ 
fairs,  and  by  the  realization  that  the  government  policy  was  inevitable, 
or  on  the  other  hand  how  far  it  was  due  to  the  disinterest  of  conservative 
members  of  Parliament,  remains  an  open  question.  In  any  case,  the  re¬ 
bellion  soon  lost  its  virulence,  partly  because  MacLeod  gave  in  a  little  to 
the  various  pressures  and  decided  to  make  some  changes  in  the  con¬ 
stitution.®®  But  the  resistance  continued  to  make  itself  felt  in  the  op¬ 
position  of  individuals,  particularly  Lord  Salisbury,  and  gained  fresh  im¬ 
petus  from  the  new  discussion  on  the  constitution  of  Northern  Rhodesia 
in  January  and  February  1962®^  and  the  secession  of  South  Africa  from 
the  Commonwealth.  Doubtless  the  rejection  of  MacLeod’s  candidature 
as  Macmillan’s  successor  was  partly  due  to  his  Africa  policy. 

While  the  Tory  rebels,  a  large  number  of  back-benchers  and  the  Con¬ 
servative  party  resisted  change  and  accused  the  government  of  an  over- 
hasty  departure  from  East  Africa,  The  Times  supported  Macmillan  and 
MacLeod.  On  29  January  i960  it  stressed  the  significance  of  the  Congo 
independence,  praised  Macmillan’s  speech  in  Capetown,®^  and  supported 
the  colonial  minister’s  attempt  to  win  the  approval  and  collaboration  of  a 
section  of  the  African  nationalists: 

One  of  the  illusions  that  will  have  to  go  is  that  Europeans  can  continue  to 
work  towards  partnership  at  the  same  pace  as  before,  without  regard  to  the 
accelerated  speed  of  events  in  West  Africa,  East  Africa,  the  Belgian 
Congo.  .  . 

So  The  Times  opposed  the  Tories’  “too  much  and  too  fast”  by  their 
own  “not  enough  and  too  slow”!  Unlike  in  1953,  one  could  no  longer 
ignore  African  opinion: 


this  shift  in  balances  does  not  alter  the  basic  argument  for  or  against 
federation.  But  it  marks  a  radical  change  in  the  equilibrium  of  forces  at 
the  conference  table.®^ 

The  Times,  in  an  article  on  13  February  entitled  “No  Going  Back”, 
approved  the  Monckton  report  and  actively  supported  MacLeod’s  plans 
in  the  Northern  Rhodesian  debate.  It  promptly  received  a  series  of  re¬ 
sentful  letters  of  protest,  including  one  from  Lord  Salisbury.®® 

The  liberal  Economist  went  even  further  than  the  Monckton  report. 
It  said  the  conference  for  a  revision  of  the  Federation  constitution  must 
also  discuss  the  eentral  problem,  namely  Southern  Rhodesia.  If  white 
supremaey  was  allowed  to  remain  there,  the  seeession  of  the  north  was  in¬ 
evitable.  Dr  Banda,  Kaunda  and  Nkomo  eould  aecept  the  Federation 
only  if  African  representation  was  greatly  extended  and  followed  by  a 
gradual  transfer  of  power  “into  blaek  hands”.  All  earlier  arguments  against 


great  BRITAIN 


247 

the  transfer  of  power  were  out  of  date  now.  The  Economist  formulated 
the  dilemma  facing  London  in  frank  and  relentless  terms,  and  very 
strikingly: 

If  the  settlers  cannot  govern  by  consent,  the  settlers  will  not  be  able  to  go 
on  governing.  Fitness  or  unfitness  to  govern  is  ceasing  to  be  relevant. 
Either  the  Africans  are  going  to  be  set  now  on  the  road  to  power,  or  they 
are  going  to  reach  for  power  themselves.  The  white  man  has  no  real  choice 
but  to  accept  this  and,  having  done  so,  to  bargain  for  the  best  deal  he  can 
get.®® 

With  these  words  the  Economist  summarized  MacLeod’s  East  Africa 
policy.  The  winds  of  change  were  blowing  so  strongly  that  it  was  no  use 
at  all  to  try  to  delay  African  emancipation  or  even  to  slow  it  down  and 
adapt  it  to  one’s  own  timetable.  Earlier  formulas  such  as  “partnership” 
and  “multi-racial  community”  did  not  prove  workable,  whether  because 
the  whites  resisted  stubbornly  or  because  the  disparate  proportions  of  the 
different  racial  groups  made  impossible  any  approach  to  parity  representa¬ 
tion,®^  or  because  the  Africans  in  their  turn  were  quickly  becoming  race¬ 
conscious  and  clamouring  for  full  power.  If  Britain  wanted  to  avoid  open 
clashes  and  bloodshed,  it  had  to  accept  the  African  territories  as  “poten¬ 
tially  African  states”  and  grant  responsible  government  immediately.  There 
was  no  other  way  out  of  this  critical  situation.  The  old  question  of  who 
should  obtain  self-government,  the  European  settlers  or  the  African  in¬ 
habitants,  was  decided  in  advance  by  African  emancipation.  It  forced 
London  to  oppose  the  settlers  and  to  accept  the  paramountcy  of 
African  interests  with  all  its  grave  implications.  The  Economist  rightly 
said  that  even  the  argument  of  “fitness”  had  become  irrelevant;  it  stressed 
that  Africans  would  still  need  European  aid  for  a  long  time  to  come,  but 
that  one  could  no  longer  refuse  them  self-government  on  these  grounds. 
All  one  could  do  was  “to  bargain  the  best  deal”,  i.e.  a  certain  amount  of 
bilateral  negotiation  on  the  interests  of  the  whites  in  Africa,  to  enable 
the  settlers  to  survive  within  the  African  states. 

This  was  relatively  easy  in  Uganda,  Tanganyika  and  even  in  Kenya, 
where  it  achieved  notable  results.  But  in  the  case  of  the  Rhodesian 
Federation  it  proved  extremely  difficult.  The  numerous  negotiations,  con¬ 
ferences  and  new  constitutions  between  1961  and  1964  cannot  be  de¬ 
scribed  in  detail  here.®®  Suffice  it  to  say  that  the  British  Government 
tried  to  prepare  the  way  in  fits  and  starts  following  a  “tightrope  policy 
and  trying  to  use  delaying  tactics.  For  London  had  to  overcome  the  re¬ 
sistance  of  Southern  Rhodesia  and  the  federal  government,  while  at  the 
same  time  trying  not  to  deliver  Welensky’s  and  Whitehead  s  United 
Federal  party  into  the  hands  of  Field’s  Dominion  party.  The  black 
dominions  and  Canada,  as  well  as  the  U.N.  and  America,  pressed  for 
concessions  to  the  Africans,  but  London  had  to  take  into  account  the  fact 
that  the  Federation  and  Southern  Rhodesia  had  their  own  troops  and  could 
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not  be  pressured  very  easily.  Moreover,  the  British  Government  had  very 
few  means  of  persuasion  at  its  disposal  and  was  being  watched  suspiciously 
and  blocked  by  the  Tory  wing  of  its  own  party. 

The  December  i960  conference  on  revision  of  the  federal  constitution 
was  unsuccessful  and  the  revision  had  to  be  postponed.  Moreover,  Lon¬ 
don  changed  the  Northern  Rhodesian  constitution  announced  for  Feb¬ 
ruary  1961  in  favour  of  the  whites.  The  resulting  extremely  complicated 
system  of  elections  and  representation,  which  clearly  reflected  London’s 
embarrassment,  was  rejected  by  the  African  nationalists  led  by  Kaunda 
and  by  the  white  liberal  party  of  John  Moffat.  Since  riots  were  countered 
by  arrests,  the  Economist  not  inaccurately  wrote  on  1  July  1961:  “The 
most  that  can  now  be  hoped  for  is  that  the  political  struggle  will  stay 
non-violent.”  At  the  same  time  Southern  Rhodesia  obtained  a  new  con¬ 
stitution.  Whitehead,  who  had  begun  to  accept  the  idea  of  African  eman¬ 
cipation  and  wanted  to  show  London  that  he  was  liberal,  staged  a  “build- 
a-nation”  campaign  and  accepted  African  representation  in  parliament; 
fifteen  of  the  sixty-five  members  were  to  be  Africans.  London  renounced 
its  reserved  rights,  which  in  any  case  were  very  small,  and  Rhodesia  was 
granted  a  special  constitutional  council  and  a  Bill  of  Rights.  But  there  was 
an  emergency  clause  by  which  Rhodesia  could  supersede  these  legal  bar¬ 
riers.  This  was  how  Britain  drew  the  final  consequences  of  the  policy  it 
had  introduced  in  1923! 

The  well-known  difference  between  the  territories  under  colonial  ad¬ 
ministration  and  the  quasi-dominion  of  Southern  Rhodesia  emerged  clearly 
again  in  February  1961  when  the  decisive  elections  were  held  in  Kenya. 
It  was  also  apparent  in  April  when  preparations  were  made  for  an  African 
government  and  Kenyatta’s  release,  when  Uganda,  Zanzibar  and  Nyasa- 
land  obtained  African  majorities  in  the  legislative  council,  and  at  the  end 
of  the  year  when  Tanganyika  became  independent,  as  well  as  when 
Whitehead  outlawed  the  National  Democratic  party  in  December  and 
when  he  strengthened  the  Unlawful  Organization  Act  in  autumn  1962 
and  used  it  against  the  nationalist  party.  The  electoral  success  of  Field’s 
Rhodesian  Front  (successor  to  the  Dominion  party)  in  December  1962 
marked  the  end  of  any  hope  for  a  timely  change  of  course. 

Butler,  who  was  appointed  special  minister  for  Central  Africa,  had  to 
grant  Nyasaland  internal  self-government  including  the  right  to  leave 
the  Federation  from  1  February  1963.  In  addition,  he  promised  British 
financial  aid.  At  first  he  had  hoped  to  be  able  at  least  to  persuade  North¬ 
ern  Rhodesia  to  remain  within  the  Federation.  But  after  a  fact-finding 
trip  there  in  March  1963,  he  was  forced  to  accept  the  African  coalition 
government  formed  after  the  autumn  1962  elections.  This  sealed  the  fate 
of  the  Federation,  even  though  it  was  not  actually  dissolved  until  the  end 
of  the  year.  On  6  July  1964  Nyasaland  became  independent,  and  on  24 
October  1964  it  was  Northern  Rhodesia’s  turn. 

There  remained  one  unsolved  problem:  Southern  Rhodesia.  Here  the 
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ambivalence  of  London’s  policy  again  emerged  clearly.  On  12  April  Butler 
granted  the  federal  territories  the  right  to  “the  normal  process  of  in¬ 
dependence”,  and  in  the  following  months  Nyasaland  and  Northern 
Rhodesia  followed  this  “normal”  process.  But  what  did  “normal”  mean 
in  the  case  of  Southern  Rhodesia?  The  white  settlers  who  had  enjoyed 
responsible  government  and  semi-dominion  status  since  1923,  naturally 
demanded  full  independence  now,  in  the  last  phase  of  decolonization— 
as  a  white  man’s  country.  But  London,  in  a  paradoxical  reversal,  felt  ob¬ 
liged  to  refuse  Southern  Rhodesia  the  very  independence  it  had  granted 
the  colonies.  Now  “normal”  no  longer  meant  self-government  for  the 
settlers,  but  the  gradual  establishment  of  a  “one  man  one  vote”  system, 
i.e.  the  transition  to  African  majorities!  Perhaps  in  1953  Britain  could  still 
dismiss  the  African  spokesmen’s  opposition  to  federation,  but  now,  in 
the  era  of  change,  it  was  no  longer  possible  to  sacrifice  3,000,000  natives 
to  250,000  whites.  Such  a  step  would  have  provoked  a  storm  of  resent¬ 
ment  from  Asians  and  Africans  and  weakened  Britain’s  position  in  the 
U.N.;  in  addition  it  would  have  destroyed  any  prestige  Britain  had  gained 
so  far  from  its  policy  of  decolonization.  Above  all,  such  a  step  would  have 
been  a  threat  to  the  multi-racial  Commonwealth,  But  how  could  London 
“act”  in  the  case  of  Southern  Rhodesia,  whom  it  had  long  since  granted 
responsible  government  and  even  military  forces?  The  situation  was  all 
the  more  complex  in  that  Britain  continued  to  claim  “ultimate”  re¬ 
sponsibility  and  reserved  itself  the  final  decision  on  independence.  In 
fact,  London  had  the  responsibility  but  not  the  power  to  force  the  Rho¬ 
desian  Government  to  take  a  certain  course. 

What  should  London  do  if  Rhodesia  unilaterally  declared  independence 
without  British  consent?  In  April  1964,  the  right  wing  of  the  Rhodesian 
Front  forced  the  prime  minister,  Winston  Field,  to  resign,  on  the  grounds 
that  he  had  not  stated  his  case  forcefully  enough  in  London  and  was 
afraid  to  take  rash  steps.  By  contrast,  his  counterpart  and  successor,  Ian 
Smith,  who  belonged  to  the  generation  of  “white  Africans”  bom  in 
Rhodesia,  pressed  London  for  a  decision  and  promised  “Independence 
before  Christmas”.  The  arrest  of  the  nationalist  Nkomo  a  very  few  days 
after  Smith  came  to  power  gives  evidence  of  his  more  resolute  right-wing 
course.  In  September  1964,  Smith  seems  to  have  obtained  the  Conservative 
government’s  assent  on  independence,  if  he  could  prove  the  “general 
consent”  of  the  Rhodesian  people.  But  Smith  did  no  more  than  an¬ 
nounce  a  referendum  on  independence  on  5  November,  which  only 
previously  registered  voters  would  be  entitled  to  sign,  and  pretended 
that  an  assembly  of  six  hundred  official  tribal  chiefs  who — ^behind  a 
screen  of  police — submitted  a  unanimous  resolution  in  favour  of  in¬ 
dependence,  demonstrated  the  unanimous  consent  of  the  Africans.  Lon¬ 
don  refused  to  recognize  this  spurious  method  of  gauging  opinions. 

When  the  Labour  party  came  into  office,  tensions  between  London 
and  Salisbury  increased,  TTie  Labour  government  wanted  to  anticipate 
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the  expected  unilateral  declaration  of  independence  and  to  support  the 
“moderate”  elements  under  Whitehead.  On  27  October  1964  it  explicitly 
declared  that  it  would  consider  the  declaration  of  independence  an 
“open  act  of  provocation  and  rebellion”.  London  warned  against  a 
breach  of  constitution  and  threatened  economic  sanctions,  which  would 
hit  Rhodesia  particularly  hard  since  Britain  had  granted  preferences  on 
the  import  of  Rhodesian  tobacco  and  sugar.®®  London’s  determined 
stand  had  some  temporary  effect,  but  in  the  new  elections  in  May 
1965,  Smith  gained  an  overwhelming  victory.  London  and  Salisbury 
negotiated  and  sought  a  compromise.  But  since  Britain  had  to  stand 
by  its  stipulation  of  a  transition  to  African  majorities  in  the  foreseeable 
future,  and  since  on  the  other  hand  the  settlers  defended  their  white 
supremacy,  it  was  difficult  to  find  a  basis  for  compromise.  Moreover, 
the  British  Government  was  being  pressed  by  black  members  of  the 
Commonwealth  to  take  action  and  had  difficulty  in  prolonging  the 
negotiations.  So  the  dilemma  remained  acute.  Was  it  enough  for 
Great  Britain  to  impose  economic  sanctions  if  Rhodesia  declared  in¬ 
dependence,  or  should  it  take  military  action  against  the  white  Rhode¬ 
sians?  Was  the  latter  possible  in  terms  of  internal  policy? 

On  11  November  1965  Southern  Rhodesia  took  the  decisive  step  and 
unilaterally  declared  independence.  London  considered  this  an  act  of 
rebellion  and  broke  off  diplomatic  relations,  but  confined  its  reprisals 
to  economic  sanctions. 


FROM  THE  BRITISH  COMMONWEALTH  OF  NATIONS  TO 
THE  MULTI-RACIAL  COMMONWEALTH 


By  contrast  with  1914,  the  British  declaration  of  war  on  Germany  in 
1939  did  not  implicitly  apply  to  the  dominions.  The  1937  imperial 
conference  had  explicitly  confirmed  the  dominions’  right,  in  spite  of 
their  ‘  common  allegiance”  to  the  Crown,  to  decide  independently  on 
war  and  peace.  The  prime  ministers  of  Canada  and  South  Africa  were 
particularly  eager  to  reserve  themselves  the  freedom  of  decision  with 
respect  to  London’s  actions.^  The  dominions  did  not  sign  the  Guarantee 
declaration  for  Poland,  yet  in  September  1939  they  followed  the  example 
of  the  mother  country.  Australia  and  New  Zealand  felt  bound  by 
Britain’s  declaration  of  war,  and  the  Canadian  Parliament  unanimously 
decided  to  enter  the  war  on  9  September.  In  South  Africa,  General 
Hertzog  was  overthrown  after  his  attempt  to  declare  a  kind  of  neutrality. 
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after  which  the  new  government  under  Smuts  entered  the  war.  Only 
Ireland,  always  a  special  case,  remained  neutral.  After  the  fall  of  France 
the  dominions  were  Britain’s  only  allies,  so  Britain’s  pride  in  the  solidar¬ 
ity  and  loyalty  of  the  various  parts  of  the  Empire  which  confirmed 
their  “unity  in  freedom”  and  its  sense  of  world  power  was  understandable. 

As  in  the  First  World  War,  the  common  war  effort  strengthened 
the  position  of  the  dominions.  The  production  of  war  materials  was 
increased;  the  flow  of  consumer  goods  from  the  mother  country  was 
interrupted  and  new  trade  agreements,  especially  with  the  United  States, 
had  to  be  negotiated.  Canada  made  resources  available  and  became 
the  mother  country’s  creditor!  Contingents  of  troops  from  the  dominions 
fought  on  the  different  battlefields.  Within  the  Allied  war  effort,  which 
had  been  centred  in  Europe  throughout  the  First  World  War,  the  United 
States  took  over  leadership  after  1941.  The  dominions  had  to  adapt  to 
this.  Canada  signed  direct  treaties  with  the  U.S.  while  Australia  and 
New  Zealand  received  information  from  Washington  and  obtained  Ameri¬ 
can  military  and  political  support  against  the  Japanese.  The  dominions 
were  forced  to  extend  their  diplomatic  service  and  tried  to  formulate 
their  own  foreign  policy.  This  began  during  the  war— although  Winston 
Churchill  was  still  fully  recognized  as  the  leader  of  the  Commonwealth 
— and  became  apparent  at  the  San  Francisco  Conference  in  1945  where 
the  dominions  appeared  independently  and  announced  the  right  of  the 
smaller  powers  to  participate.  In  the  following  years  they  developed 
their  own  policies  instead  of  following  Great  Britain.  Since  these  pol¬ 
icies  were  determined  by  their  respective  geographic  situations,  they  were 
necessarily  conditioned  by  the  United  States. 

There  was  no  imperial  war  council  in  the  Second  World  War,  particu¬ 
larly  since  the  Canadian  Government,  and  Winston  Churchill,  vehemently 
objected  to  the  idea.^  The  telephone  and  telegraph  system,  the  high 
commissioners  and  special  committees  saw  to  the  necessary  co-ordination 
and  co-operation.  'S^en  the  prime  ministers  of  the  dominions  were 
in  London,  they  took  part  in  sessions  of  the  British  War  Cabinet.  Yet, 
both  in  London  and  in  the  dominions,  as  in  1916-1917,  the  question 
arose  of  whether  to  extend  consultation  with  the  dominions  in  order  to 
achieve  a  more  or  less  unified  foreign  policy  in  the  Commonwealth 
without  limiting  the  independence  of  the  partners.  This  time  the  issue 
was  not  so  much  the  participation  of  the  dominions  in  British  foreign 
policy  as  how  to  make  the  power  of  the  Commonwealth  serve  British 
interests.  The  Labour  prime  minister  Curtin  of  Australia  was  responsible 
for  starting  the  discussions  with  his  demand  for  “some  Imperial  authority”, 
at  least  of  a  consultative  kind,  and  for  an  independent  secretariat.® 
Australia  did  not  feel  it  had  been  adequately  consulted  on  the  overall 
strategie  and  political  planning.  It  wanted  to  participate  independently 
in  the  decision-making  and,  with  a  view  to  the  post-war  era,  wanted  a 
more  specialized  couneil  before  which  it  could  announce  its  claims 
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and  gain  Commonwealth  support.  Smuts,  on  the  other  hand,  in  his 
famous  speeeh  in  November  1943,  spoke  of  Europe’s  loss  of  power  and 
the  Russian  threat.  Although  Britain  was  covered  with  glory,  he  said, 
it  would  leave  the  war  economically  weakened  and  with  diminished 
power.  It  was  Britain’s  duty  to  take  up  closer  contacts  with  Western 
Europe  and  to  assert  itself  as  a  spokesman  for  the  Commonwealth.  A 
solely  Anglo-Saxon  alliance  was  no  solution.  At  the  same  time  Smuts 
demanded  a  regional  organization  of  the  colonial  Empire;  here,  of  course, 
his  main  concern  was  that  South  Africa  should  gain  a  decisive  influence 
in  Central  and  East  Africa.^ 

Lord  Halifax,  the  British  ambassador  in  Washington,  was  also  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  position  of  the  Commonwealth  within  the  new  balance 
of  power  in  world  politics.  In  January  1944  he  spoke  of  the  desirability 
of  greater  co-operation  within  the  Commonwealth.®  In  September  1939, 
he  said,  in  spite  of  information  and  consultation,  the  dominions  had 
again  been  faced  with  a  British  decision.  In  the  future  this  dilemma 
could  be  avoided  only  by  isolating  the  different  partners  or  by  a  new 
form  of  common  foreign  policy,  a  kind  of  interdependence. 

Not  Great  Britain  only  but  the  British  Commonwealth  and  Empire  must  be 

the  fourth  power  in  that  group  upon  whieh,  under  Providence,  the  peace 

of  the  world  will  henceforth  depend. 

Lord  Halifax  was  primarily  interested  in  Britain  maintaining  its  position 
as  a  world  power.  Britain,  he  thought,  could  justify  its  claim  of  belong¬ 
ing  to  the  super-powers  of  the  post-war  era  by  establishing  a  united 
Commonwealth  under  British  leadership.  In  effect,  to  compensate  for  its 
loss  of  power  through  the  Commonwealth  and  thereby  to  assert  itself 
once  again  as  a  world  power  was  one  of  Britain’s  hopes— however 
deluded  during  and  after  the  Second  World  War. 

Curtin’s  and  Halifax’s  proposals  met  with  a  great  deal  of  criticism, 
particularly  from  the  Canadian  prime  minister,  Mackenzie  King.  Canada, 
said  King,  was  fulfilling  its  Commonwealth  obligations  and  was  not  inter¬ 
ested  in  an  imperial  council  which  merely  recalled  earlier  plans  for  federa¬ 
tion.  Canada  rejected  the  idea  of  creating  blocs  and  would  oppose  this 
concept  of  dominant  super-powers  through  the  U.N.  and  its  own  activity 
in  the  struggle  for  freedom.®  The  British  Government  remained  reticent 
because  it  was  aware  of  the  opposition  against  a  new  institutional  order, 
even  if  it  was  only  a  consultative  board,  and  did  not  want  to  provoke 
conflict  with  the  dominions.  King  and  Smuts  managed  to  impose  their 
views  at  the  conferences  of  prime  ministers  in  1944  and  1946.'^ 

There  was  a  final  attempt  in  1948;  in  the  House  of  Lords  on  17 
February,  Lord  Bruce,  former  prime  minister  of  Australia,  proposed  a 
motion  for  the  creation  of  an  imperial  council,  since  the  existing  methods 
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of  information,  consultation  and  co-operation  were  no  longer  adequate.® 
Like  Lord  Halifax  he  hoped  that  by  tightening  the  Commonwealth 
association  Great  Britain  would  be  able  to  assert  its  position  as  a  world 
power  and  confront  the  super-powers  with  a  system  of  its  own.  H.  V. 
Hodson,  the  former  editor  of  Round  Table  and  an  Oxford  professor, 
held  similar  views.  In  The  Twentieth  Century  Empire,  published  in  1948, 
he  wrote: 

No  one  of  the  member  nations  of  the  British  Commonwealth  can  aspire 
to  be  a  great  power  on  its  own  .  .  .  true  independence  of  policy  is  possible 
for  the  British  Commonwealth  as  a  whole,  but  not  for  its  members 
separately.® 

Hodson  was  clearly  thinking  in  terms  of  a  third  power  between  America 
and  Russia  when  he  said  that  a  Commonwealth  under  British  leader¬ 
ship  could  prevent  Europe  from  becoming  “a  cockpit  of  struggle 
between  East  and  West”.  This  theory  gained  some  support  at  the  time 
from  conservative  imperialists  and  in  the  Labour  party.  Hodson  sug¬ 
gested  a  Commonwealth  eouncil,  in  which  India  and  Pakistan  would 
have  equal  representation  with  Britain;  Canada  and  South  Africa  would 
have  slightly  less.  And  he  suggested  creating  the  post  of  permanent 
secretary-general.  This  discussion  in  1948  was  related  to  the  topical 
issue  of  whether  England  should  join  a  European  union.  Federation 
in  the  Commonwealth  seemed  an  alternative  to  closer  ties  with  Western 
Europe — a  theory  that  was  revived  around  i960  in  the  diseussion  on 
Britain’s  entry  into  the  Common  Market. 

Even  more  representative  of  the  Commonwealth  concept  in  the 
1940s  were  Sir  Edward  Grigg^®  and  L.  S.  Amery.^^  They  too  were  ob¬ 
serving  the  super-powers  and  their  tendency  to  federalize  and  create 
satellites;  they  distrusted  the  U.N.,  as  they  had  distrusted  the  League 
of  Nations,  and  saw  the  Commonwealth  as  a  potential  mediating  agent 
between  America  and  Europe,  and  between  the  West  and  the  increasingly 
important  countries  of  Asia.  They  considered  this  role  Britain’s  special 
mission.  Both  men  thought  in  terms  of  imperial  tradition  and  warned 
against  eloser  relations  with  America  and  against  joining  a  European 
federation.  Under  no  circumstanees  must  there  be  a  radical  departure 
from  the  principle  that  the  British  family  came  first.^®  But  federal  plans 
were  unrealistic;  the  Commonwealth  rested  on  the  principle  of  “free 
and  equal  co-operation”,  and  no  nation  was  prepared  to  give  up  its 
sovereign  rights.  Moreover,  informal  unity  was  more  effective  than  a 
“mechanical  unity  of  structure”.  This  was  an  all  too  transparent  reaction 
to  a  situation  of  crisis,  and  its  moral  is  reminiscent  of  the  story  of  the 
fox  and  the  sour  grapes!  However,  Grigg  and  Amery  also  considered  it 
neeessary  to  inerease  Commonwealth  co-operation,  although  they  thought 
the  idea  of  a  seeretariat  as  a  centre  of  information  was  unfeasible 
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because  of  the  “curious  survival  of  an  older  anti-Downing  Street  com¬ 
plex”  in  the  dominions^®  Annual  imperial  conferences,  the  promotion  of 
technical  organizations,  economic  development  and  a  system  of  prefer¬ 
ences  were  old  demands  that  they  reiterated.  While  Grigg  wanted  re¬ 
gional  organizations,  Amery  wanted  to  replace  the  traditional  concept 
of  dominions  circling  like  planets  round  the  nucleus  of  the  United 
Kingdom  by  a  truly  “imperial”  concept,  in  which  the  dominions  would 
receive  “imperial  status”  and  assume  more  responsibility,  and  Britain 
would  at  most  have  the  position  of  senior  partner.  In  any  case  the 
Commonwealth  was  “still  only  in  its  first  experimental  stage”.^^  With 
such  formulas  England  tried  to  conceal  the  dissolution  of  imperial  ties 
and  to  interpret  the  dissolution  as  merely  a  preliminary  step  towards 
an  even  more  effective  Commonwealth. 

The  notion  of  Commonwealth  continued  to  be  restricted  to  the 
“old”  dominions  and  was  only  slowly  extended  to  include  peoples  of 
non-British  origin.  During  the  war,  however,  more  voices  were  raised 
in  favour  of  a  multi-racial  Commonwealth.  Since  Britain  had  to  show 
its  willingness  to  reform  and  since  it  declared  that  responsible  govern¬ 
ment  was  the  aim  of  British  post-war  policy,  it  had  to  accept,  eo  ipso, 
“coloured”  dominions.  Isolated  political  writers  may  have  hoped  that 
Britain  would  continue  to  reserve  certain  controls,  even  in  the  final 
phase  of  decolonization,  and  that  dominion  status  did  not  actually 
imply  independence.  Or  some  may  have  thought  that  dominion  status 
was  so  closely  bound  up  with  British  tradition  and  so  closely  connected 
with  the  idea  of  self-government  for  the  British  settlers,  that  one  should 
consider  a  special  status  for  the  black  dominions.  At  any  rate  this  issue 
was  not  considered  very  important  and  was  discussed  only  incidentally. 
Certainly  there  was  no  question  of  deliberately  “planning”  the  multi¬ 
racial  Commonwealth.  It  is  not  surprising  that  in  1942-1944  L.  S.  Amery 
prophesied  the  coincidence  of  Empire  and  Commonwealth,^®  hoping 
this  would  avoid  racial  conflict;  yet  he  did  not  take  up  this  idea  again 
in  Thoughts  on  the  Constitution  in  1947,  although  India  and  Pakistan, 
Burma  and  Ceylon  were  already  on  the  threshold  of  independence.  Lord 
Hailey  expressed  similar  views  in  1946.^® 

Yet  the  transition  was  smooth  and  gradual.  It  was  an  implicit  part 
of  the  policies  pursued  hitherto.  India  was  the  vital  link  and  once 
India  had  become  a  dominion  the  principle  could  be  extended  to  other 
members;  in  1917  India  had  been  promised  responsible  government  and 
official  dominion  status  by  1929;  at  that  time  it  even  had  a  representa¬ 
tive  in  the  Imperial  War  Cabinet.  Concrete  questions  of  future  foreign 
policy,  economy,  defense,  immigration,  etc.,  took  precedence  in  the 
discussion  over  the  structural  problem  which  the  acceptance  of  new 
and  non-white  members  into  the  Commonwealth  entailed.  Moreover 
the  Commonwealth  structure  was  already  so  “informal”  that  institutional 
questions  did  not  seem  acute.^'’'  The  concept  of  Commonwealth  even 
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anticipated  this  development  to  a  certain  extent  since  this  eoncept  had 
gradually  replaced  that  of  Empire  and  the  self-governing  dominions  were 
no  longer  so  clearly  differentiated  from  the  colonial  Empire  as  before. 
The  transformation  of  the  British  Commonwealth  of  Nations  into  the 
multi-racial  Commonwealth  was  not  planned  nor  were  its  implications 
discussed  or  defined,  altliough  it  may  seem  so  in  retrospect;  in  fact  it 
was  the  eonerete  answer  to  a  concrete  ehallenge.  British  pragmatism 
rapidly  sueeeeded  in  finding  the  appropriate  new  formulas  and  in  adapt¬ 
ing  to  the  new  situation. 

We  have  outlined  the  transfer  of  power  in  India.  India  and  Pakistan, 
as  well  as  Burma  and  Ceylon,  were  legally  released  from  colonial 
rule  by  what  was  called  the  “Independence  Act”.  Until  then  the  word 
“independence”  had  been  carefully  avoided— even  in  the  1926  Balfour 
declaration.  In  1929,  when  the  Congress  party  was  no  longer  content 
with  dominion  status  and  translated  swaraj  as  independenee,  London 
had  eonsidered  this  an  insult  and  for  the  conservative  opposition  it 
had  been  an  additional  argument  against  a  policy  of  conciliation.  After 
the  war  the  Indians  and  Burmese  still  thought  that  the  concept  of 
dominion  status  was  too  closely  bound  up  with  the  idea  of  foreign 
rule,  and  the  national  emancipation  movement  objected  to  it,  even 
though  the  leaders  were  well  aware  that  in  practice  it  implied  inde¬ 
pendenee  and  that  London  was  admitting  the  possibility  of  their  leaving 
the  Commonwealth.  So  the  reeognition  of  “independence”  now  became 
a  sine  qua  non  for  final  negotiations  on  the  transfer  of  power.  The 
Labour  government  aceepted  this  eondition,  in  order  to  achieve  its  real 
aim  i.e.  to  persuade  new  states  to  remain  within  the  Commonwealth. 
This  was  a  reversal  of  fronts.  Until  now  “within  the  Empire  had 
always  been  one  of  the  unspoken  conditions  in  the  discussion  on  the 
future  grant  of  self-government.  It  was  well-known  that  the  former 
mother  eountry  had  few  means  at  its  disposal  for  influencing  a  dominion, 
yet  people  were  still  under  the  illusion  that  the  transition  to  dominion 
status  did  not  mean  a  break  with  the  Empire  but  was  simply  a  kind 
of  ehange  of  status  within  the  imperial  league.  Great  Britain  did  not 
even  need  to  discuss  “demands”  for  independence,  they  thought, 
and  eould  trust  that  the  dominions  would  remain  in  the  Common¬ 
wealth;  at  the  same  time  they  liked  to  point  out  the  voluntary  nature 
of  this  membership  and,  implicitly  at  least,  accepted  the  right  to 
seeession,  although  this  was  never  officially  confirmed.  This  change  in 
British  attitude  became  apparent  in  1942  after  the  Cripps  proposals 
when  London  admitted  the  dominions’  right  to  decide  against  remain¬ 
ing  in  the  Commonwealth.  Only  in  this  way  eould  Britain  make  its 
promise  of  self-government  for  India  sound  convincing.  The  change  of 
emphasis  became  quite  elear  in  Attlee’s  declaration  on  20  December 
1946,  when  he  openly  admitted  Burma’s  freedom  of  choice,  and  in 
November  1947  when  he  more  or  less  agreed  to  release  Burma  into 
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independence  even  though  it  had  decided  against  staying  in  the  Com¬ 
monwealth.  We  have  seen  that  the  Tories  did  not  miss  this  opportunity 
to  protest  the  “liquidation  of  the  Empire”. 

But  the  main  issue  was  India  and  not  Burma.  Would  it  follow  Burma? 
At  the  time  most  people  counted  on  it  doing  so,  because  the  Congress 
party  seemed  to  have  made  up  its  mind  long  since  and  because  the 
decision  was  linked  to  another  question:  could  a  republic  become  a 
member  of  the  Commonwealth?  On  22  January  1947,  when  the  Indian 
constituent  national  assembly  approved  a  resolution  that  India  should 
become  a  “sovereign,  independent  republic”,  the  Congress,  and  Nehru 
too,  seemed  to  be  confessing  their  desire  to  leave  the  Commonwealth. 
A  republican  dominion  could  not  be  reconciled  with  the  principle  of 
the  Crown  as  an  integral  element  of  the  dominion  constitutions;  this 
was  the  only  remaining  institutional  element  of  the  Commonwealth  and 
had  become  very  important— particularly  to  the  conservatives.  But  for 
the  Indians  and  Burmese  the  idea  of  republic  was  very  closely  related 
to  the  concept  of  independence,  and  spelled  nationhood,  moderniza¬ 
tion  and  democratization.  By  contrast,  a  monarchy  could  lead,  they 
thought,  to  conflicts  with  the  princely  states  and  could  be  taken  to 
mean  that  they  had  not  yet  obtained  independence.^® 

Neither  Britain  nor  India  pressed  for  a  decision,  and  this  made  it 
possible  for  India  to  remain  within  the  Commonwealth.  That  the  Labour 
party  adjusted  its  course  on  time,  the  British  withdrawal  was  success¬ 
ful,  India  received  British  aid  during  the  partition  catastrophe  and  the 
friendship  between  Nehru  and  Lord  Mountbatten  were  important  fac¬ 
tors.  On  19  October  1948  Nehru  declared  in  London: 

A  remarkable  change  occurred  in  India  after  a  conflict  lasting  through 

generations.  There  is  now  very  little  ill-feeling  towards  Britain.^® 

Even  more  important  factors  were  India's  view  of  the  world  situation 
and  the  technical  and  economic  advantages  likely  to  result  from  mem¬ 
bership  in  the  Commonwealth.  In  the  summer  of  1948,  when  Moscow 
instigated  disturbances  in  Malaya,  in  Burma  and  in  the  Philippines 
and  serious  clashes  also  occurred  in  India,  isolation  began  to  seem 
unprofitable.  The  first  conference  of  Commonwealth  prime  ministers  in 
October,  in  which  India,  Pakistan  and  Ceylon  took  part,  also  helped 
to  rouse  interest  in  membership  in  the  “club”.  On  his  return  journey 
from  London,  the  prime  minister  of  Ceylon  declared  in  Madras  on  5 
November  1948:  “Ceylon  has  no  intention  of  seceding  from  the  Com¬ 
monwealth.  The  conference  was  a  family  gathering.”  Ali  Khan,  the 
prime  minister  of  Pakistan,  expressed  similar  sentiments  And  in 
December  the  Congress  party  resolved  that  the  “Congress  would  welcome 
India's  free  association  with  independent  nations  of  the  Commonwealth 
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for  their  common  weal  and  the  promotion  of  world  peace”,^!  Thus 
the  decision  whether  India  would  remain  in  the  Commonwealth— as 
a  republic— lay  with  Britain  and  the  old  dominions;  the  decision  was 
made  at  the  conference  of  prime  ministers  in  April  1949.  The  final 
communique  on  29  April  took  cognizance  of  India’s  intention  to  become 
a  republic,  but  also  determined  that 

the  Government  of  India,  have,  however,  declared  and  affirmed  India’s 
desire  to  continue  her  full  membership  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Nations 
and  her  acceptance  of  the  King  as  the  symbol  of  the  free  association  of  its 
independent  member  nations,  and  as  such  Head  of  the  Commonwealth  .22 

So  the  Republic  of  India  became  a  member  of  the  Commonwealth, 
recognizing  the  Crown  only  as  a  symbol  of  free  association  and  as  head 
of  the  Commonwealth,  while  the  phrase  “alliance  to  the  Crown”  and 
the  idea  of  the  Crown  as  an  element  of  the  constitution  were  dropped. 
Britain  managed  to  adapt  itself  to  the  situation  and  to  conclude  the 
transition  from  British  Commonwealth  of  Nations  to  the  multi-racial 
Commonwealth.  Although  this  new  formula  contradicted  the  earlier 
interpretation  of  Commonwealth  structure  and  relaxed  its  traditional 
order,  it  was  fully  in  line  with  the  1839,  1917  and  1926  declarations; 
the  inclusion  of  Asian  members  into  the  “club”  seemed  a  logical 
continuation  of  the  policy  pursued  hitherto. 

The  1949  declaration  was  really  meant  only  for  India  and,  like  the 
concessions  to  Ireland  between  the  wars,  to  settle  a  special  case.  But 
in  years  to  come  the  Asian  and  African  states  followed  the  Indian 
example  and  became  republics  after  a  period  of  transition.  Northern 
Rhodesia  did  so  immediately  in  1964,  without  a  preliminary  stage.  On 
the  other  hand,  a  monarchy  became  a  member  of  the  Commonwealth 
in  1957  when  the  Federation  of  Malaya  joined.  The  decisive  factor  in 
all  this  was  that  India  had  decided  in  194^  remain  within  the  Com¬ 
monwealth.  Had  India  left,  the  other  non-white  dominions  would 
surely  have  followed  sooner  or  later.  At  the  risk  of  exaggeration  one 
could  say  that  it  was  not  London  but  India  that  made  the  multi-racial 
Commonwealth  possible — and  it  is  with  some  justification  that  the  In¬ 
dians  can  point  to  the  great  service  they  did  EnglandF^ 

The  transition  to  a  multi-racial  Commonwealth  in  1947-1949  was 
immediately  interpreted  as  a  “watershed”  in  the  history  of  the  British 
Empire:  although  it  had  not  really  been  “planned  ,  it  was  fully 
accepted  and  even  ideologized.  The  inclusion  of  non-British  members 
could  be  interpreted  as  a  successful  attempt  to  build  a  bridge  between 
Asia  and  the  West,  demonstrate  the  partnership  of  the  races,  and  serve 
as  an  example  to  the  world.  We  will  take  the  words  of  P.  O.  Cordon- 
Walker,  the  minister  for  Commonwealth  relations  in  the  first  post-war 
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years  and  future  foreign  minister,  as  representative  of  many  similar 
comments: 

One  possibility  is  that  the  nationalism  of  Asia  may  range  itself  against 
the  nations  of  the  West.  That,  I  think,  would  be  the  greatest  calamity 
that  could  befall  the  world.  It  would  carry  in  its  train  very  grave  problems 
and  difficulties  for  the  next  century  or  two,  and  I  think  the  Commonwealth, 
which  includes  great  Asian  as  well  as  great  Western  nations,  is  the  world’s 
best  hope  that  Asia  and  the  West  will  develop  in  friendship  and  co-operation 
instead  of  hostility  and  suspicion.  This,  as  I  see  it,  is  a  task  that  history 
has  confided  to  the  British  Commonwealth.  There  is  no  other  force  in  the 
world  so  well  fitted  to  discharge  it,  no  other  association  of  nations  in  which 
the  best  of  Asia  and  the  West  is  equally  represented  and  intimately 
united.^^ 

In  1962,  when  the  association  had  expanded  to  include  African  members, 
Gordon-Walker  added: 

Tire  Commonwealth  will  complete  its  fulfilment  and  maximise  the  co¬ 
operation  of  its  members  for  its  inherent  moral  ends  when  it  becomes  in 
truth  and  without  inhibition  an  Europ-Afro-Asian  Commonwealth.^^ 

These  were  the  words  of  an  influential  Labour  party  politician.  The 
Labour  party  saw  itself  confirmed  in  its  traditional  anti-imperialism 
and  readily  adjusted  its  course  now  that  the  old  dilemma  of  moral 
claims  and  the  realities  of  power  politics  seemed  to  be  resolving  itselP®. 
The  conservatives  found  it  more  difficult  to  adapt;  they  had  been 
stressing  the  predominantly  British  nature  of  the  Commonwealth  for  a 
long  time  and  continued  to  describe  the  “old”  dominions  as  the  nucleus 
of  the  imperial  league.  Yet  they  too  came  to  terms  with  the  new  situa¬ 
tion  and  even  accepted  the  secession  of  South  Africa,  which  was  so 
closely  bound  up  with  the  person  and  personality  of  the  much-praised 
Smuts.  The  Beaverbrook  press  protested,  but  The  Times  considered 
the  step  inevitable  if  London  wanted  to  avoid  a  break  with  the  non¬ 
white  dominions.  Reference  to  the  “multi-racialism”  of  the  Common¬ 
wealth  justified  the  grave  decision.^^  But  the  clearest  proof  of  the  change 
of  balance  within  the  Commonwealth  and  the  defensive  position  into 
which  the  former  mother  country  found  itself  driven  was  the  fact  that 
the  “new”  members  of  the  former  colonial  Empire  could  force  an  “old” 
dominion  and  one  of  such  importance  in  the  history  of  the  Common¬ 
wealth  as  South  Africa  to  retire  from  the  “club”. 

The  terminology  also  changed  during  this  process.^®  In  1939  the 
phrase  “Commonwealth  within  the  Empire”  was  still  current,  and 
“Empire”  meant  the  superstructure  of  imperial  unity  which  clearly  dis¬ 
tinguished  between  “self-governing  dominions”  and  the  colonial  Empire. 
During  the  war  Winston  Churchill  used  the  term  “Commonwealth 
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and  Empire”,  juxtaposing  and  comparing  the  two  organizations:  and 
he  openly  postulated  that  Britain  should  be  the  ruler  within  the 
Empire.  “Empire”  was  gradually  replaced  by  “Commonwealth”,  however, 
which  now  included  the  protectorates  and  dependencies.  Amery  also 
adopted  this  new  interpretation,  not,  he  said,  because  he  was  ashamed 
of  the  term  Empire,  but  in  order  to  indicate  that  the  Empire  was 
becoming  transformed  into  a  Commonwealth.^*  Even  the  word  “domin¬ 
ion”  went  out  of  circulation,  at  least  in  official  terminology.  The  Canadian 
prime  minister,  Laurier,  considered  the  term  “dominion”  the  remnant 
of  a  claim  to  domination  and  an  indication  of  inequality  between  the 
partners,  since  the  United  Kingdom  was  not  described  as  a  dominion. 
Instead  of  “dominion”,  the  expressions  “realm”,  “Commonwealth  coun¬ 
try”  or  “member”  came  into  use.**  Accordingly,  in  1947  the  Dominion 
Relations  Office  was  renamed  the  Commonwealth  Relations  Office.  The 
word  “British”  also  had  to  be  dropped.  It  had  irritated  the  French 
Canadians  and  the  Africans  for  years — in  spite  of  all  the  pronounce¬ 
ments  to  the  effect  that  “British”  did  not  mean  a  racial  and  national 
but  a  supra-national  community.  Once  the  Asians  and  Africans  had 
decided  to  remain  in  the  Commonwealth,  “British”  became  entirely 
inapposite.  In  1948  the  new  Nationality  Act  gave  all  Commonwealth 
citizens  the  status  of  “Commonwealth  subjects”,  just  as  they  had  been 
“British  subjects”  until  now,  with  no  distinction  of  race.  In  the  final 
communique  of  the  conference  of  prime  ministers  in  1949?  Com¬ 

monwealth”  was  used:  the  king  also  used  the  expression  our  Com¬ 
monwealth”. 

Professor  Hodson  described  the  Commonwealth  that  came  into  being 
during  the  war  as  the  “Fourth  British  Empire”,*^  referring  back  to 
Alfred  Zimmem's  “Third  British  Empire”.  This  phrase  had  first  been 
introduced  by  the  Indian  Panikkar  in  1943,  to  apply  to  the  time  when 
Britain  would  accept  a  non-European  India  as  an  equal  partner.**  The 
Canadian  Underhill  has  recently  spoken  of  a  “Second  Commonwealth 
in  order  to  stress  the  new  inclusion  of  Asian  and  African  members.** 
But  the  accepted  term  is  “Multi-racial  Commonwealth”.  If  names  are 
indeed  “symbols  of  aspiration”,*^  then  this  change  of  title  and  mean¬ 
ing  gives  a  clear  indication  of  the  road  which  led  from  '  British  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Nations”  to  “Multi-racial  Commonwealth”. 

To  what  can  the  cohesion  and  effectiveness  of  the  present  Common¬ 
wealth  be  attributed?  Certainly  not  its  institutions.  The  “British”  do¬ 
minions  of  Australia  and  New  Zealand  have  now  dissolved  the  ties  that, 
in  spite  of  the  Westminster  Statute,  still  bound  them  to  Britain  after  the 
war.**  Canada  too  is  preparing  a  similar  change  of  constitution.  The 
Crown  may  continue  to  have  some  symbolic  meaning  for  the  peoples  of 
British  origin,  but  scarcely  for  non-Britons,  Asians  and  Africans.  Cer¬ 
tainly  the  heritage  of  the  colonial  power  is  important:  the  English 
language,  British  education,  a  certain  moral  standard,  administrative  meth- 
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ods,  common  elements  in  the  legal  system  and  British  legal  traditions. 
But  the  former  much-emphasized  links  formed  by  a  common  representa¬ 
tive  and  parliamentary  system  have  already  proved  fragile,  even  though 
Westminster  served  as  a  model  and  was  superficially  copied. 

These  imponderables,  which  link  Canadians,  Australians  and  New  Zea¬ 
landers,  and  also  Asians  and  Africans  (particularly  the  older  generation), 
to  the  former  mother  country  in  spite  of  colonial  rule,  cannot  be  dis¬ 
missed.  But  more  important  are  the  practical  interests  and  advantages  in 
remaining  in  the  Commonwealth,  and  they  carry  considerable  weight  in 
discussion  of  eventual  departure.  Tlie  Commonwealth  inherited  from  the 
Empire  countless  agreements,  councils,  committees,  co-ordinating  and  re¬ 
search  centres  concerned  with  economics  and  communications,  as  well 
as  universities,  the  press  and  the  radio:  London  continues  to  develop  and 
promote  them  by  means  of  conferences,  exchanges  of  information,  tech¬ 
nical  aid  and  an  extensive  system  of  grants-in-aid.  This  is  where  we  find 
common  elements  in  the  technical  cadre  and  personal  relations  whose 
effects  extend  beyond  the  official  organizations  and  contacts.  A  member 
of  the  Commonwealth  enjoys  the  rights  of  a  British  citizen  in  England; 
these  distinguish  him  from  a  “foreigner”  and  give  him  several  advantages, 
although  the  hitherto  unrestricted  immigration  has  had  to  be  limited, 
largely  because  of  union  pressure. 

All  the  members  of  the  Commonwealth,  except  Canada,  belong  to  the 
sterling  bloc.  This  no  longer  has  its  former  importance,  yet  it  makes  it 
possible  to  convert  the  national  currency  into  an  international  legal 
tender  and  gives  access  to  the  communal  gold  and  dollar  reserves.  Britain 
has  remained  the  major  purchaser  of  the  products  of  several  former 
colonies,  and  grants  them  a  number  of  preferences.  Only  Commonwealth 
governments  have  access  to  the  British  capital  market.  Borrowed  capital 
accounts  for  much  less  than  American  foreign  aid  and  private  investment, 
but  it  remains  important.  In  fact,  the  danger  of  dollar  aid  making  them 
dependent  on  the  United  States  increases  their  interest  in  the  Common¬ 
wealth.  What  value  the  Commonwealth  nations  place  in  the  advantages 
of  a  privileged  position  in  the  British  market  has  been  shown  by  their 
resistance  to  Britain  joining  the  Common  Market.  With  slight  exag¬ 
geration,  one  could  speak  of  a  recent  reversal  of  fronts:  formerly  the 
mother  country  “begged”  the  colonies  to  remain  in  the  Commonwealth 
when  they  became  independent,  now  they  in  turn  are  asking  Britain 
not  to  leave  them  in  the  lurch! 

In  the  area  of  foreign  policy,  the  former  colonies  are  discovering  nu¬ 
merous  advantages  of  belonging  to  the  Commonwealth.  Here  the  situation 
has  changed  fundamentally  since  the  pre-war  years.  In  1926-1931  the 
dominions  had  equal  status  and  full  control  in  their  foreign  relations; 
but  they  accepted  their  functional  inequality  and  left  most  foreign  policy 
decisions  to  London.  Since  the  war,  however,  the  old,  and  of  course 
particularly  the  new,  members  of  the  Commonwealth  have  developed 
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their  own  foreign  policy  and  no  longer  follow  London.  The  Common¬ 
wealth  mainly  offers  “consultation”  and  “information”,  which  includes 
Britain’s  obligation  to  keep  its  partners  as  well-informed  as  possible  of 
its  intentions,  but  does  not  allow  for  intervention  or  even  “joint  responsi¬ 
bility”.  Information  in  the  broader  sense  is  conducted  through  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  Relations  Office,®**  the  high  commissioners,  personal  com¬ 
munications  from  the  British  prime  minister  and  regular  conferences 
of  prime  ministers.  Tlie  conferences  are  an  informal  and  often  very 
personal  “exchange  of  views”,  which  can  be  very  free  since  there  is  no 
strict  agenda,  no  resolutions  are  made  and  there  is  no  protocol;  the 
British  prime  minister  acts  as  host  rather  than  chairman.  Without  any 
reduction  in  their  freedom  of  action,  the  members  of  the  Commonwealth 
are  here  given  access  to  valuable  sources  of  information  and  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of 'presenting  their  own  case  and  making  their  own  demands, 
which  Britain  naturally  has  some  interest  in  reviewing.  A  forceful  stand 
in  London  also  gives  the  leaders  of  smaller  states  increased  prestige  in  their 
owm  internal  affairs. 

The  phrase  “independence  plus  .  .  .”  is  sometimes  used  in  order  to 
make  clear  that  membership  in  the  Commonwealth  does  not  entail  a 
restriction  of  sovereign  rights  or  loss  of  freedom  of  decision,  but  rather 
an  increase  in  influence  and  security.  The  Economist  put  this  concisely: 

Strong  though  the  bond  of  sentiment  remains  in  partieular  cases,  the 
determining  factor  in  their  general  agreement  not  to  separate  is  one  of 
tangible  advantage.  Their  association  has  become  one  from  which  no  na¬ 
tion  stands  to  gain  by  resigning,  while  each  would  find  that  resignation 
meant  a  certain  loss.  For  several  of  them,  to  resign  would  amount  to 
becoming  isolated  in  a  world  full  of  pressure  which  their  membership 
helps  them  to  withstand;  for  all  of  them,  it  would  amount  to  enjoying  less 
influence  in  the  world’s  councils.®’’ 

Europeans  and  Americans  may  see  the  Commonwealth  as  no  more 
than  the  “broken-up”  Empire  and  underestimate  its  cohesion  and  ef¬ 
fectiveness.  In  Britain,  on  the  other  hand,  there  is  an  understandable 
tendency  to  stress  the  ideological  basis  of  this  curious  organization  more 
than  it  deserves,  to  assert  that  there  is  a  unity  of  idea  and  action  and  to 
entertain  misguided  hopes  as  to  its  future  potential.  The  Commonwealth 
is  seen  as  the  proof  and  justification  of  Britain’s  claim  that  it  is  still  a 
world  power.  “The  necessity  of  the  Commonwealth  to  Britain  s  con¬ 
tinuing  greatness”,®®  however,  is  convincing  only  in  terms  of  the  internal 
eohesion  of  the  Commonwealth,  rather  than  in  the  friendly  relations 
of  allied  partners.  London  reacted  sharply  when  Dean  Acheson,  the 
former  secretary  of  state  and  adviser  to  President  Kennedy,  questioned 
this  eohesion  in  December  1962  and  attacked  Britain’s  attempt  to  play 
the  role  of  third  power  between  Europe  and  the  United  States.®®  For 
this  was  precisely  Britain’s  view  of  the  function  of  the  Commonwealth! 
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Because  it  “disposed  of”  the  Commonwealth,  it  saw  itself  as  standing 
between  America  and  Russia  as  a  third  world  power  while  at  the  same 
time  remaining  outside  the  continental  European  bloc.  The  conservatives 
especially,  who  still  called  themselves  the  “Party  of  the  Empire”  in  1951,^^ 
wrongly  hoped  this  was  so,  pointing  to  the  potential  of  the  Common¬ 
wealth,  which,  they  said,  would  surpass  even  that  of  America  or  Russia.^^ 
A  special  study  group  published  The  Expanding  Commonwealth  pro¬ 
gramme  in  1956,  as  a  reassertion  of  imperial  tradition. But  when  the 
party  proclaimed  in  1949  that  “this  structure  must  be  fortified  by  positive 
acts  of  statesmanship”,^^  this  rather  time-worn  declaration  was  followed 
by  very  little  action;  the  dominions  were  neither  consulted  nor  informed 
about  the  planned  Suez  actions 

The  last  few  years  have  brought  a  kind  of  change  of  fronts.  Besides 
the  Tory  wing  of  the  Conservative  party,  the  Labour  party  also  opposed 
Britain’s  joining  the  Common  Market  and  Europe;  it  blamed  the  con¬ 
servatives  for  betraying  the  Commonwealth  and  demanded  a  program¬ 
matic  intensification  of  the  economic  and  political  relations  with  Britain’s 
overseas  “partners”.  Cordon-Walker  used  nearly  the  same  arguments  as 
the  Tories!^®  On  the  other  hand,  in  a  much  noted  article  in  The  Times, 
a  conservative  cursorily  dismissed  the  Commonwealth  as  “a  gigantic 
farce”;  it  was  no  longer  a  reality,  it  tempted  Britain  to  adhere  to  useless 
positions  and  obligations  (Aden,  defense  of  Malaysia)  and  prevented  it 
from  adjusting  to  the  remaining  possibilities  of  achieving  world  power.^® 

It  may  be  true  that  sentimental  ties  to  imperial  tradition  and  illusions 
about  the  cohesion  and  effectiveness  of  the  Commonwealth  prevent 
Britain  from  seeing  clearly  its  present  status  as  a  secondary  power— yet 
the  Commonwealth  remains  an  historic  achievement.  Britain  managed, 
in  a  few  decades  and  usually  without  bloodshed,  to  complete  the  transition 
from  the  British  Empire  of  the  imperialist  era  to  the  British  Common¬ 
wealth  of  the  inter-war  years  and  so  to  the  loose  association  of  today’s 
Multi-racial  Commonwealth  in  which  British  decolonization  has  reached 
its  conclusion.  Even  Asians  and  Africans  have  remained  in  the  “club” 
and  keep  up  fairly  close  relations  with  the  former  colonial  power.  The 
concept  and  reality  of  the  Commonwealth  changed  and  were  readjusted, 
which  made  it  possible  for  Asian  and  African  states  to  become  members 
in  the  Empire’s  “successor  organization”;  this  in  turn  allowed  Britain, 
the  imperial  power  par  excellence,  to  make  decolonization  a  smoother 
and  psychologically  more  tolerable  process.  The  Commonwealth  con¬ 
cealed  Britain’s  loss  of  world  power,  for  the  grant  of  self-government  and 
dominion  status  appeared  not  as  a  break  or  secession  but  as  a  long- 
planned  change  of  status  within  the  Empire.  It  could  easily  be  interpreted 
as  such  and  this  enabled  the  British  national  consciousness  and  sense  of 
mission  to  adjust  to  the  world-wide  process  of  decolonization  and  to  step 
into  the  post-colonial  era. 
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LA  PLUS  GRANDE  FRANCE  AND  ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 


The  colonial  idea  to  which  French  opinion  had  remained  more  or  less 
indifferent  before  the  war  has  been  taking  root  and  growing  day  by  day 
in  the  public  mind  since  the  re-establishment  of  peace.  We  are  becoming 
more  and  more  clearly  aware  of  the  additional  force  and  prestige  which 
our  country  gains  from  the  immense  and  magnificent  domain  acquired 
through  the  prophetic  act  of  faith  of  a  few  inspired  men,  long  misunder¬ 
stood  and  formerly  almost  disavowed.  We  are  beginning,  as  England  did 
two  centuries  before  us,  to  “think  imperially". 

A  fortunate  development;  but  too  slow  and  too  incomplete.  France 
has  not  yet  become  sufficiently  conscious  of  the  extent  to  which  its 
colonies  offer  possibilities  of  prestige,  elements  of  power  and  prosperity 
for  its  material  recovery  and  opportunities  to  diffuse  and  display  the 
splendor  of  its  spirit.  None  of  our  national  preoccupations  is  as  impor¬ 
tant  as  that  one.  They  all,  whether  they  concern  our  security,  our  fi¬ 
nancial  recovery,  problems  of  population  or  of  the  reinforcement  of 
our  influence  in  the  universal  concord  of  people,  they  all  have  their  full 
significance  and  precise  implications  only  if  viewed  from  this  aspect.  In 
fact,  on  reflection  one  may  rightly  say:  France  will  be  a  great  colonizing 
power,  or  it  will  cease  to  be  France.^ 

With  these  words  the  radical  socialist  Ldon  Archimbaud  introduced  his 
report  on  the  1930  colonial  budget.  They  were  by  no  means  original. 
Similar  phrases  occurred  in  any  number  of  newspapers,  books  on  colonial 
questions  and  speeches  in  parliament.  With  wearying  insistence  it  was 
repeated  that  France  had  become  aware  of  the  importance  of  its  colonial 
Empire  during  the  First  World  War.  “During  this  war  France  has  learnt 
that  it  has  colonies.”^  Before  1914,  it  was  said,  the  mother  country  had 
taken  little  notice  of  its  overseas  territories;  colonial  policy— conquest, 
pacification,  administration  and  economic  development — was  the  affair 
of  a  small  circle  of  private  individuals  and  a  few  directly  interested 
groups,  not  of  the  people  as  a  whole.  But  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
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colonial  soldiers  had  helped  them  win  the  war  and  France  had  become 
aware  of  a  “new  factor  of  French  power;  the  black  forces”,®  The  colonies 
had  also  supplied  France  with  immense  amounts  of  raw  materials  and 
food,  and  ensured  the  provisioning  of  the  severely  threatened  metroplis. 

Political  writers  studiously  avoided  mentioning  the  many  disturbances 
in  the  colonies  during  the  war  and  applauded  the  alleged  loyalty  of  the 
colonial  subjects,  which,  they  said,  bore  witness  to  France’s  civilizing 
achievement  and  had  produced  a  feeling  of  solidarity  with  the  mother 
country.  Both  parties  had  become  aware  of  this  community  of  interests 
and  were  proud  of  belonging  to  a  greater  whole. 

The  idea,  the  image  of  a  new  entity,  had  gradually  taken  shape  in  men’s 
minds  where  the  continental  Fatherland  and  the  Frances  of  overseas  are, 
if  not  indissolubly  merged,  at  least  closely  linked  and  compose  the  real 
force  of  a  Greater  France  whose  security  no  longer  relies  on  40  million  but 
on  100  million  human  beings  and  which  can  demand  all  the  nourishment 
for  its  life  from  the  whole  of  a  domain  twenty  times  the  size  of  the  mother 
country.^ 

Many  similar  phrases  appeared  in  political  writings  and  became  com- 
monplace:  “France  of  the  five  parts  of  the  world”,  or  “France  of  a 
hundred  million  inhabitants”.  We  will  have  to  start  here,  sinee  these 
phrases  are  evidence  of  a  specific  state  of  mind.  The  theory  that  the  gen¬ 
eral  public  had  become  aware  of  the  colonies’  importance  only  during  the 
war  was  found,  as  we  have  seen,  in  Britain  too,  but  it  is  diflEcult  to  de¬ 
termine  whether  the  theory  was  valid.  Britain  was  primarily  thinking  of 
the  dominions,  which  had  self-government,  “voluntarily”  associated  them¬ 
selves  with  the  mother  country  and  formed  a  loose  imperial  league.  France, 
by  contrast,  stressed  the  concepts  of  “France”  and  patrie  and  included 
the  colonial  peoples  too.  It  postulated  the  unity  of  a  Greater  France 
which  also  embraced  the  colonies.  Britain  fixed  its  policy  on  the  basis  of 
self-governing  colonies,  closer  to  the  mother  country  by  accepting  their 
claims  to  autonomy  and  basing  the  Commonwealth  on  a  loose  partner¬ 
ship.  France,  on  the  other  hand,  started  from  a  supra-national  concept 
of  “the  French”  which  embraced  both  the  citizens  of  the  metropolis  and 
the  colonial  subjects;  it  aimed  at  an  integrated  total  population  of  a  hun¬ 
dred  million  inhabitants  of  the  national  territory,  which  extended  to  the 
colonies  and  formed,  or  was  to  form,  an  indissoluble  unity.  After  the 
war,  both  Britain  and  France  asserted  that  their  future  colonial  policy 
would  be  the  gradual  grant  of  freedom;  but  they  had  different  concepts 
of  freedom.  In  the  British  Empire  it  referred  to  the  territories  and 
political  communities  that  were  to  obtain  self-government;  according  to 
the  French  concept  “freedom”  could  only  mean  individual  freedom 
within  la  plus  grande  France,  i.e.  equal  status  for  the  colonial  inhabitants 
and  those  of  the  metropolis. 
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The  term  “Empire”  occurs  in  France  around  1930,®  and  people  even 
claimed  that  there  was  a  French  brand  of  imperialism.  By  that  time,  the 
English  scarcely  ever  used  this  temi— which  had  become  pejorative— and 
tended  more  and  more  to  replace  “Empire”  by  “Commonwealth”.  But 
French  political  writers  thought  that  the  term  was  an  effective  way  to 
show  the  indissoluble  unity  of  the  mother  country  and  the  colonies,  as 
well  as  the  economic  and  political  importance  of  the  overseas  territories. 
In  1934,  under  the  patronage  of  the  “Societe  de  Geographic  commerciale 
et  d’etudes  coloniales”,  a  “Ligue  de  la  Republique  Imperiale  Frangaise” 
was  formed.  Its  aim  was  to  disseminate  a  “collective  imperial  mystique” 
and  to  demonstrate  the  need  for  economic  development  in  accordance 
with  the  idea  of  a  “total  France”.®  The  fact  that  when  a  “young  radical- 
socialist  deputy”  like  Pierre  Mendes-France  published  two  articles  on  the 
“Empire  Frangais”,  the  term  “Empire”  did  not  cause  offence  is  evidence 
of  the  growing  sense  of  Empire  in  France.'^  The  colonial  economic  con¬ 
ference  in  1934  in  fact  popularized  terms  such  as  “Empire”  and  “imperial 
policy”  and  made  them  acceptable  to  the  moderate  Left,  which  wanted 
to  overcome  the  depression  in  France  by  economic  development  of  the 
colonies  and  demanded  that  the  metropolis  should  increase  its  engage¬ 
ment  overseas  in  the  interests  of  the  colonial  peoples.  Representatives  of 
the  young  nationalist  Right  influenced  by  Maurras  also  took  up  the 
demand  for  an  imperialist  policy;  however,  they  also  criticized  the  fact 
that  Republican  educational  methods  stimulated  the  natives’  desire  for 
emancipation.® 

Like  England,  France  hoped  its  colonial  Empire  would  justify  its  claim 
to  world  power.  The  war  had  resulted  in  the  formation  of  power  blocs 
and  it  was  thought  France  could  counter  this  situation  only  through  its 
overseas  territories.  “In  the  face  of  such  giants  as  the  United  States,  the 
British  Commonwealth  of  Nations,  the  reorganized  Russia  of  tomorrow, 
European  France  would  count  for  little  .  .  .  but  there  is  a  Greater 
France.”®  Even  in  Europe,  France  with  its  forty  million  inhabitants  was 
faced  by  Germany’s  sixty-five  millions;  moreover  it  was  potentially 
threatened  by  the  falling  birth  rate.  The  idea  of  “security”  was  bound  up 
with  the  colonial  Empire,  in  so  far  as  the  Empire  increased  French  power 
and  had  enabled  France  to  recruit  soldiers  in  the  mandated  territories 
too,  in  spite  of  the  resistance  of  Wilson  and  Lloyd  George.  Ostensibly 
this  was  for  defence  purposes  only,  but  in  fact  France  had  permission  to 
use  the  colonial  troops  in  Europe.^®  Germany,  and  Britain  and  America 
too,  were  later  to  object  to  this  obvious  misuse  of  the  mandate  principle. 
But  France  was  proud  of  its  Force  Noire,  which  had  already  been 
propagated  in  1910  by  General  Mangin,  and  strengthened  it.  It  stationed 
the  tirailleurs  senegalais,  who  by  no  means  came  only  from  Senegal, 
in  Algeria,  Morocco,  Syria,  the  Rhineland  and  the  Ruhr.  A  favourite 
French  argument  was  that,  thanks  to  its  colonial  forces,  the  mother  coun¬ 
try  could  curtail  military  service  and  devote  itself  to  reconstruction  work. 
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National  service  for  French  citizens  was  indeed  reduced  to  eighteen 
months  in  1922,  while  the  colonial  “subjects"  had  to  serve  three  years. 
“Yesterday,  France  needed  colonial  contingents  for  the  war.  Tomorrow  it 
will  need  them  in  order  to  refashion  its  military  instrument.  Henceforth  its 
security  will  be  a  tributary  of  its  colonies.”^^  TTiis  obvious  exaggeration  of 
the  function  of  the  colonial  forces  may  have  served  a  purpose  in  that  it 
helped  to  justify  the  Force  Noire  as  such;  but  at  the  same  time  it  re¬ 
vealed  the  typical  ambivalence  in  national  claims  throughout  the  twenties. 
The  insistent  nationalism  and  claim  to  great  power  were  curiously  as¬ 
sociated  with  an  inner  lack  of  security  and  a  rarely  admitted  sense  of 
weakness.  The  British  imperialists  hoped  that  their  demand  for  more 
attention  to  the  Empire  would  ensure  Britain’s  position  of  world  power 
at  sea,  which  was  jeopardized  by  the  rise  of  the  United  States.  But  France 
thought  it  needed  colonial  troops  for  its  own  security  so  that,  in  spite  of 
its  defeat  and  the  Treaty  of  Versailles,  it  could  face  its  potentially 
stronger  German  neighbour  with  some  hope  of  victory.  The  slogan  of  a 
“France  of  a  hundred  million"  helped  the  French  overcome  their  op¬ 
pressive  feeling  of  inferiority  and  to  feel  that  France,  too,  could  be  the 
leading  continental  power  in  the  future. 

It  is  striking  that  the  inadvisability  of  using  colonial  troops  was  rarely 
seen  or  acknowledged  in  France.  In  countless  newspaper  articles  and 
books,  patriotic  writers  reported  on  the  courageous  deeds  of  the  colonial 
soldiers  and  the  medals  they  had  won,  and  spoke  of  the  great  sacrifices 
the  colonial  inhabitants  had  made  to  defend  the  mere  patrie  during 
the  war.  That  these  soldiers  had  been  recruited  by  dubious  methods  and 
sometimes  under  compulsion,  and  that  the  much-praised  governor-general 
of  West  Africa,  Van  Vollenhoven,  had  resigned  because  of  this  was  seldom 
confessed.^^  The  theory  of  the  hundred  million  French  was  an  ideological 
attempt  to  justify  the  conscription  and  use  of  colonial  troops  in  Europe; 
they  were  alleged  to  be  serving  the  common  “patrie” — ^but  that  the 
African  soldiers  were  not  citizens  but  merely  “subjects”  and  that  these 
same  Africans  had  been  denied  a  national  consciousness  was  also  left 
unsaid.  The  radical  socialist  Sarraut  interpreted  German  criticism  of 
the  stationing  of  “blacks”  in  the  Rhineland  as  German  racialism:  France, 
he  asserted,  recognized  its  African  soldiers  as  “brothers”  and  thus  gave 
proof  of  French  superiority.^®  The  economic,  social  and  psychological 
effects  of  the  recruitment,  which  suddenly  confronted  young  Africans 
with  an  entirely  new  environment  and  subjected  them  to  an  unaccustomed 
climate  and  dangerous  illnesses,  were  rarely  described.  In  addition  this 
recruitment  made  the  latent  scarcity  of  labour  in  Africa  more  acute  and 
economic  progress  more  difficult.  The  critical  objections  often  stemmed 
from  different  motives.  A  recognized  expert  on  Africa  such  as  Delafosse 
was  concerned  with  the  future  well-being  of  the  Africans,^^  whereas  the 
“colonialists”  were  worried  about  the  immediate  economic  losses  and 
the  danger  that  the  recruitment  of  “coloured”  troops  would  foster  the 
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emancipation  movement  and  increase  the  subjects’  “obstinate  atti¬ 
tude”.^® 

Economically  too,  so  it  was  said,  France  was  dependent  on  the  colonies. 
Since  the  war  there  had  been  a  defieit  in  foreign  trade,  and  currency 
was  weak;  the  overseas  territories  could  supply  the  mother  country  with 
the  raw  materials  and  foods  which  it  could  otherwise  purchase  only  by 
foreign  exehange  while  at  the  same  time  they  eould  provide  a  great 
consumer  market,  which  could  help  France  regain  its  economic  inde¬ 
pendence.  The  colonies  enabled  France  to  “no  longer  be  the  victim  of 
the  appetite  for  money  of  foreign  producers”.^®  This  statement  was 
chiefly  directed  at  the  United  States  on  whom  Europe  had  become  de¬ 
pendent  during  the  war.  Again  and  again  political  writers  give  evidence 
of  this  anti-Americanism.  The  desire  to  concentrate  on  the  colonial 
possessions  and  the  tendency  to  autarchy  in  France  corresponded  to 
Britain’s  hopes  of  overcoming  the  effects  of  the  First  World  War  through 
its  colonies  and  ensuring  itself  the  freedom  of  action  generally  accorded 
to  a  world  power.  Like  that  of  the  Force  Noire,  the  economic  potential 
of  the  Empire  was  greatly  exaggerated :  “without  it  there  will  be  catastrophe 
one  day.”^'^  The  economic  development  of  the  colonies  seemed  a  safety 
line,  the  only  means  of  preventing  the  loss  of  power,  of  compensating 
for  the  unconfessed  sense  of  weakness.  It  was  more  than  mere  rhetorical 
exaggeration  or  an  attempt  to  rally  readers  and  listeners  to  the  great 
cause  when  even  the  experts  drew  an  almost  grotesquely  false  picture 
of  the  colonies’  economic  potential.^®  This  can  be  understood  properly 
only  if  one  sees  it  as  the  expression  of  the  profound  wound  the  war  had 
dealt  to  the  Freneh  national  eonsciousness. 

Many  of  the  treatises  on  economic  development  were  inspired  by 
La  mise  en  yaleur  des  colonies  which  Albert  Sarraut  published  in  1922- 
1923.  Sarraut  was  one  of  the  most  influential  politicians  of  the  pre-war 
Radical  Socialist  party;  from  1911  to  1914  and  again  from  1916  to  1919 
he  had  been  a  successful  governor-general  of  Indochina,  and  from  1920 
to  1924  colonial  minister.  In  later  years  he  intervened  again  and  again 
in  the  colonial  discussion.  In  a  sense  one  can  compare  his  book  to 
Lord  Lugard’s  Dual  Mandate  which  appeared  at  the  same  time.  Sarraut, 
it  is  true,  was  concerned  more  with  the  economic  development  of  the 
colonies  than  with  methods  of  administration;  but  both  Sarraut  and 
Lugard  saw  these  issues  as  a  unit  and  tried  to  find  a  new  basis  for  future 
colonial  policy  and  a  concept  which  complied  both  with  the  economic 
interests  of  the  mother  country  and  the  interests  of  the  natives.  Both 
created  a  compendium  which  served  as  a  kind  of  guide  to  the  ministries 
and  the  colonial  administration,  as  well  as  to  political  writers  and  members 
of  parliament;  they  both  had  a  lasting  influence  on  colonial  theory  and 
the  discussion  of  colonial  issues. 

Sarraut  justified  colonial  rule  with  arguments  very  similar  to  those  of 
the  Dual  Mandate}^  He  approached  the  situation  from  the  point  of 
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view  of  the  colonies’  importance  to  the  mother  country.  France,  he  said, 
needed  colonial  forces  for  its  security  and  needed  the  colonies’  economic 
potential  for  its  financial  recovery: 

Can  France,  which  knows  the  perils  of  its  financial  situation,  hope  to 
improve  it  if  it  condemns  itself  to  remaining  dependent  on  abroad  for  the 
acquisition  of  the  raw  materials,  the  commodities  or  goods  which  are  the 
mainstay  of  its  industrial  and  commercial  life?  Now,  our  colonies  produce 
or  can  supply  the  cotton,  wool,  silk,  rubber,  wood,  fats  and  minerals  which 
the  French  market  buys  annually  from  foreign  depots  for  thousands  of 
millions  of  francs.  Our  overseas  territories  overflow  with  resources  which 
it  is  up  to  us  to  use  methodically,  increasing  the  present  production.  Is  it 
known  that,  in  its  present  state  of  development,  the  external  domain  of 
France  involves  business  concerns  whose  total  value  exceeds  12  thousand 
million  francs?  A  considerable  figure,  certainly,  but  it  is  one  which  will 
seem  low  in  a  few  years  when,  if  we  but  try,  colonial  production  will 
have  been  tripled  by  the  utilization  of  the  great  economic  machinery  for 
which  this  book  offers  the  public  the  general  outline  and  the  programme. 
But  there  is  better  to  come.  The  incorporation  of  the  colonial  action  in  our 
national  life  will  then  seem  to  be  only  the  preface  and  the  preparation  for 
the  essential  role  that  France  can  and  must  play  in  solving  the  grave 
problems  which  the  evolution  of  mankind  will  impose  on  the  preoccupa¬ 
tions  of  the  world  tomorrow.^® 

National  recovery  required  a  large-scale  development  of  the  “national 
territory”,  for  which  the  colonial  territories  offered  almost  unlimited  po¬ 
tential,  Sarraut  said.^^  Once  again  it  becomes  clear  how  the  economic 
difficulties  after  the  First  \Vorld  W^ar  were  bound  up  with  a  national 
claim  to  power  and  how  salvation  was  expected  from  a  projected  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  colonies.  Similar  theories  can  be  found  in  the  British 
discussion,  but  they  were  not  central  to  it  and  the  expectations  were 
more  modest.  It  is  striking  that  France  arbitrarily  included  the  colonies 
in  its  national  territory  — an  integration  on  which  the  British  imperialists 
never  presumed.  In  Britain,  “national”  referred  to  the  United  Kingdom 
and  not  to  the  Dependent  Empire,  while  in  France  “Empire”  stood  for 
an  extended  nation  including  the  colonies. 

The  economic  development  postulated  by  Sarraut  gave  precedence  to 
the  needs  of  the  mother  country — “to  supply,  without  any  delay,  to  the 
needs  of  our  national  life  the  increased  amount  of  primary  products 
that  it  demands,  this  is  the  aim”.^^  Consequently  he  does  not  discuss 
industrialization  in  his  large-scale  programme  of  investment,  but  at  most 
talks  of  refining  local  raw  materials  such  as  sugar.  In  compliance  with  the 
general  situation  after  the  World  War,  Sarraut  wanted  to  guard  this  in¬ 
tensified  policy  of  economic  development  against  the  nineteenth-century 
exploitation”;  even  the  term  mise  en  valeur  (economic  development)  in¬ 
dicates  an  innovation,  i.e.  a  systematic  development  which  is  to  profit 
both  the  mother  country  and  the  colonial  inhabitants.  “Accordingly  the 
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French  colonial  operation,  planned  for  the  proSt  of  both  parties,  is  no 
longer  exploitation  of  one  race  by  another,  but  on  the  contrary  associa¬ 
tion,  according  to  the  apt  formula  which  has  become  the  motto  of  our 
colonial  policy Here  too,  the  similarities  to  Lord  Lugard's  theories  are 
striking.  By  postulating  a  complementary  relationship  and  a  community 
of  interests  between  the  mother  country  and  the  colonies,  France  thought 
it  had  avoided  the  problem  of  economic  development  directed  only  at 
the  needs  of  the  metropolis  The  question  of  the  economic  and  social 
effects  of  this  compulsory  development  of  certain  export  products, 
whether  it  might  eventually  destroy  existing  structures  and  harm  the 
individual  colonies  in  their  economic  development,  was  not  asked  nor 
was  it  an  acute  issue  as  yet.  By  asserting  that  the  colonies  were  not  just 
markets,  but  were  “living  entities",  whom  France  was  attempting  to 
civilize,  Sarraut  considered  he  had  broken  with  pre-war  policy  and  laid 
the  foundations  of  a  policy  of  reform. 

Sarraut  asserted  that  this  new  policy  of  economic  development,  unlike 
mere  exploitation,  paid  a  great  deal  of  attention  to  the  civilizing  mission 
and  would  make  funds  available  for  improving  hygiene,  schooling,  re¬ 
search,  etc.  Sarraut  included  this  in  his  analysis.  Nor  did  he  fail  to 
mention  that  French  Equatorial  Africa  had  been  hopelessly  neglected, 
so  that  in  Brazzaville,  for  instance,  there  was  only  one  hospital  with 
beds  for  sixteen  Europeans  and  forty-four  natives.^®  His  basically  utili¬ 
tarian  arguments  were  characteristic  of  the  1920s,  alternating  between 
exploitation  and  a  modern  “policy  of  development”.  Native  policy  was 
primarily  a  function  of  economic  development:  “A  question  of  labour 
force:  this  is  the  master  key  to  the  economic  edifice  we  must  build.”  The 
improvement  of  the  infrastructure,  long-term  planning  and  the  cultivation 
of  new  crops  for  export  depended  on  a  sufficiently  large  labour  force, 
“hence  the  necessity  of  organizing  ...  an  energetic  battle  against  dis¬ 
ease”.^®  For  the  time  being  he  even  wanted  the  educational  system  to 
be  based  directly  on  economic  utility,  since  schooling,  he  thought,  had 
the  purpose  “of  greatly  improving  the  value  of  colonial  production  .  .  . 
it  is  necessary  first  to  consider  the  economic  utility  of  educating  the 
masses” 

So  the  economic  development  of  the  colonies  should  be  systematically 
pursued  in  order  to  utilize  their  “immense”  potential  and  put  it  at  the 
service  of  the  home  economy.  This  was  the  purpose  of  Sarraut’s  work,  and 
the  main  part  of  the  book  is  a  detailed  inventory  of  the  individual  colonies 
and  their  future  potential.  On  27  February  1920  the  author  gave  a 
detailed  expose  to  the  Senate,  and  in  April  1921  he  proposed  a  law  in 
order  to  establish  a  general  programme  of  economic  development  for 
the  French  colonies”.^®  The  fifteen-year  programme  included  extensive 
public  works  and  the  improvement  of  social  services;  it  was  to  be  financed 
by  state  subventions,  loans  and  private  capital.  The  motion  aroused  some 
attention  and  was  referred  to  the  appropriate  commission,  but  then  it 
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disappeared  from  the  parliamentary  programme  and  was  never  really 
brought  up  for  discussion. 

In  the  following  years  political  writers  and  parliamentary  deputies  re¬ 
peatedly  quoted  Sarraut’s  book.  Everyone  interested  in  the  colonies  spoke 
of  economic  development  and  urged  its  realization.^®  Sarraut’s  detailed 
documentation  was  widely  admired  and  cited  again  and  again  as  an 
example  of  the  kind  of  in-depth  study  that  was  so  badly  needed  at  the 
time.  Unfortunately  the  French  Government  would  not  listen  to  Sarraut’s 
admonitions  and  had  no  intention  of  promoting  economic  development 
with  state  funds  or  generous  loans. 

In  the  inter-war  years,  France’s  colonial  economic  policy  continued 
to  be  determined  by  the  traditional  “colonial  pact”;  France  treated  the 
overseas  territories  as  the  mother  country’s  “possessions”  and  its  policy 
was  addressed  to  the  economy  of  the  metropolis  which  it  tried  to  guarantee 
against  outside  competition.  Tariff  policy  complied  with  this  attitude 
and  was  clearly  distinct  from  the  British  system  of  free  trade.  The  new 
tariff  ruling  in  1928  was  based  on  that  of  1892  and  confirmed  extensive 
economic  “assimilation”  on  the  one  hand,  and  on  the  other,  dissociation 
from  the  outside:  the  vieilles  colonies— i.e.  above  all  the  West  Indies— 
and  Algeria,  together  with  Madagascar  and  Indochina,  were  equated  with 
the  mother  country  in  so  far  as  they  enjoyed  free  trade  with  the  metropolis 
from  the  outside:  the  vieilles  colonies— i.e.  above  all  the  West  Indies- 
had  its  own  tariffs,  but  gave  preferences  to  the  mother  country;  Tunisia 
was  tied  to  France  by  a  restricted  tariff  union,  while  Morocco  and  the 
mandated  territories,  as  a  result  of  international  agreements,  had  no 
special  status.  So  the  colonies  had  the  advantage  of  free  access  to  the 
French  market  but  were  also  largely  dependent  on  imports  from  the 
mother  country  for  ready-made  goods.  Imports  from  abroad  were  not 
forbidden  and  did  greatly  increase  after  the  war,  but  they  were  subject 
to  a  high  tariff.  This  was  intended  to  “protect”  the  colonial  power.®® 

As  in  the  British  Empire,  production  for  export  rose  rapidly  between 
1919  and  1929:  groundnuts  in  Senegal  and  the  Sudan  (from  about 
200,000  to  6,000,000  tons),  coffee  and  cocoa  on  the  Ivory  Coast,  rubber 
in  French  Equatorial  Africa,  rice  and  minerals  in  Indochina,  wheat 
and  phosphate  in  Morocco,  wine  in  Algeria  and  Tunisia,  etc.  But  this 
was  not  followed  by  industrialization.®^  During  the  depression,  markets 
and  prices  crashed  and  production  fell  equally,  while  the  mother  country’s 
ready-made  goods  were  priced  above  the  world-market  level.®®  More¬ 
over,  the  mother  country  was  faced  with  competition  from  the  colonies: 
sugar  from  the  Antilles  competed  with  the  sugar  beet  from  Northern 
France,  corn  and  wine  from  North  Africa  competed  with  that  of  the 
French  farmers.  Both  colonial  and  home  interest  groups  demanded  some 
kind  of  protection  from  Paris:  French  agriculture  needed  fixed  quotas 
and  tariffs,  while  the  colonies— settlers,  importers  and  administration — 
pointed  to  the  need  for  a  consumer  market,  stressed  the  precarious 
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financial  situation  and  prophesied  social  unrest.®^  The  Algerian  and 
Tunisian  colonists  even  threatened  to  secede,®^  and  in  their  turn  at¬ 
tacked  the  colonial  pact!  Finally  France  introduced  a  system  of  fixed 
quotas  and  financial  loans  to  the  colonial  producers  in  order  to  create 
some  kind  of  settlement. 

After  1930  the  colonies  and  the  mother  country  became  even  more 
interdependent.  While  the  colonies  had  lost  their  foreign  markets  be¬ 
cause  of  excessive  prices  and  import  restrictions,  the  mother  country’s 
exports  to  the  continent  had  shrunk  so  that  France  was  more  than  ever 
interested  in  its  overseas  market.  Consequently  the  colonies’  involvement 
in  French  foreign  trade  rose  sharply®®;  in  1932  Algeria  was  the  most  im¬ 
portant  market  for  French  products.®® 

After  1931,  the  growing  importance  of  the  colonial  market  and  the 
conflict  between  diverging  interest  groups  set  in  motion  a  movement 
for  coordination  within  the  Empire,  aiming  to  distribute  and  regulate 
production,  to  stabilize  prices  and  to  regulate  competition.  Its  model 
was  the  British  imperial  conference  in  Ottawa.  In  1934-1935  a  “Con¬ 
ference  ^conomique  de  la  France  metropolitaine  et  d’outre-mer”  was 
laboriously  set  up  and  much  discussed  in  the  press;  its  aim  was  to 
mediate  the  claims  of  the  various  economic  groups  and  to  step  up  the 
production  of  raw  materials  required  by  the  mother  country.®'^  Again 
there  was  talk  of  a  generous  investment  programme,  to  the  sum  of 
11.2  thousand  millions  distributed  over  fifteen  years;  a  “Fonds  National 
pour  I’outillage  public  des  colonies”  was  proposed  for  which  the  state 
was  to  advance  150  million  from  its  budget  funds  within  seven  years. 
This  proposal  was  modelled  on  the  British  Colonial  Development  Fund 
of  1929.  But  the  French  plan  was  not  implemented,  although  the  state 
contribution  stipulated  was  small  and  the  sugar-beet  industry  alone  re¬ 
quired  four  times  the  proposed  amount.®®  In  spite  of  high-sounding 
phrases®®  and  a  great  deal  of  propaganda,  internal  political  considerations, 
the  lack  of  understanding  of  colonial  affairs  and  the  increasing  needs 
of  the  metropolis  won  the  day. 

The  Eurafrican  programme  can  be  seen  as  a  variant  of  these  plans 
for  closer  economic  coordination  within  the  Empire.  In  1904  Onesime 
Reclus  had  already  coined  the  phrase  “let  us  leave  Asia,  let  us  take 
Africa”.  While  the  nationalist  emancipation  movement  had  begun  in 
Asia  where  it  was  ousting  the  European  rulers,  in  Africa  there  was  still 
abundant  opportunity  for  colonization,  Albert  Sarraut  was  chiefly  in¬ 
terested  in  Africa,  as  was  Georges  Valois  who  spoke  in  i93^>  after  a 
journey  there,  of  “Africa,  the  watershed  of  Europe  .  In  July,  under  the 
auspices  of  the  “Comity  national  pour  I’organisation  fran^aise  ,  he  sub¬ 
mitted  a  ten-year  plan  for  opening  up  Africa,  and  the  so-called  Eurafrica 
Society  was  founded.^®  These  ideas  found  some  sympathy  in  1933  when 
Eugene  Guemier,  then  president  of  the  Moroccan  chamber  of  commerce 
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and  a  representative  of  eeonomic  eireles  interested  in  the  colonies, 
published  a  book  called  L’Afrique,  champ  d’ expansion  de  V Europe  (Africa, 
field  of  expansion  for  Europe),  His  arguments  are  representative.  Europe, 
plagued  by  overproduction  and  unemployment,  was  seeking  markets  and 
room  for  emigration.  A  large-scale  development  of  Africa  could  provide 
both:  for  a  century  [!]  Europe  would  be  able  to  send  its  excess  popula¬ 
tion  there— he  counted  on  some  fifteen  to  twenty  million  persons.  In 
Asia,  Europe  was  already  embarrassed  by  the  forces  of  nationalism  and  at 
a  disadvantage  because  of  American  protectionism.  But  Africa  might 
make  it  possible  for  Europe  “to  feed  its  industries,  and  even  more,  to 
sustain  them”.^^  Guemier  reckoned  that  France’s  financial  requirements 
amounted  to  100  thousand  millions,  which  would  be  spent  mainly  on  the 
infrastructure.  What  about  the  African  inhabitants?  France  would  im¬ 
prove  their  civilization,  said  Guernier,  referring  back  to  Sarraut.  He  spoke 
of  maintaining  existing  social  structures  and  alleged  that  he  was  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  “condition  of  the  native”.  Golonial  development  would 
enable  Europe  “in  its  turn  to  create  an  Africa  in  its  image” 

Guernier  underrated  the  problems  of  large-scale  investment,  mass  im¬ 
migration  and  mass  colonization  and,  astonishingly,  took  as  his  principal 
example  Lyautey,  who  had  tried  to  restrict  European  immigration  into 
Morocco!  His  book  clearly  shows  the  false  sense  of  “generosity”  which 
a  leading  representative  of  the  colonial  economy  and  an  eager  propagandist 
of  French  imperialism  brought  to  his  dealings  with  African  affairs.  It  is 
hardly  surprising,  then,  that  Guernier  defended  Italy’s  Abyssinia  policy 
while  at  the  same  time  wanting  France  to  have  a  part  in  the  “develop¬ 
ment”  of  that  country  by  means  of  a  League  of  Nations  mandate.^^ 
Between  1933  and  1935  plans  for  a  Eurafrica  played  a  substantial  role  in 
French  colonial  policy  and  one  which  seems  curious  today.  Guemier’s 
book  received  an  award  from  the  Academic  Frangaise^®  and  was  fre¬ 
quently  cited  in  the  colonial  discussion.  Various  “committees”  were 
formed,  and  Joseph  Gaillaux,  usually  a  sceptical  man  and  well-versed 
in  economic  affairs,  found  it  necessary  to  describe  the  exploitation  of 
Africa’s  allegedly  immense  potential  as  Europe’s  duty,  speaking  at  the 
International  Economic  Gonference  held  in  London  in  1934.^®  Like 
the  economic  development  of  France’s  own  colonies  in  the  past,  a  com¬ 
mon  European  development  now  seemed  to  promise  recovery  from  the 
economic  crisis;  this  was  also,  clearly,  an  attempt  to  confront  the  power 
blocs  of  America  and  Russia  with  a  unified  European  economic  front 
extended  to  include  Africa.  It  is  true  that  France  showed  particular  interest 
in  this  project  because  it  had  extensive  thinly  settled  and  underdeveloped 
territories  in  Africa  and  a  European  engagement  would  therefore  be  to 
its  considerable  advantage.  It  is  tempting  here  to  recall  France’s  suc¬ 
cessful  attempt  after  the  Second  World  War  to  use  the  European  eco¬ 
nomic  community  and  its  development  fund  for  appropriating  extensive 
sums  for  its  own  or  former  territories. 
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There  was  little  talk  of  the  African  inhabitants  in  the  Eurafrica  proj¬ 
ects.  Perhaps  this  was  partly  due  to  the  fact  that  the  planners  came 
from  “colonialist”  circles  who  saw  the  native  question  only  as  a  problem 
of  labour  force,  and  partly  to  the  fact  that  people  took  for  granted  the 
complementary  relationship  between  the  mother  country  and  the  colonies 
and  consequently  assumed  that  the  opening  up  of  Africa  would  also 
benefit  the  native  population.  It  is  not  surprising  that  the  experienced 
administrator  and  expert  on  Africa,  Robert  Delavignette,  felt  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  oppose  these  rather  far-fetched  projects.  He  said  it  was  paradoxical 
that  Europe  should  suddenly  expect  help  from  Africa  now,  and  that  the 
real  situation  was  being  entirely  distorted.  Africa  was  poor  and  not 
suited  for  colonization.  The  small  settler  communities  which  were  being 
planned  would  be  an  unmistakable  threat  to  native  rights  and  this  was 
irreconcilable  with  France’s  civilizing  mission.^’  However,  not  much  came 
of  the  Eurafrica  projects— as  little,  in  fact,  as  of  the  much-discussed 
Sahara  railway  plan  and  Sarraut’s  development  fund. 

After  tlie  First  World  War,  colonialist  political  writers  and  members 
of  parliament  engaged  in  active  propagandizing  in  order  to  familiarize 
the  French  public  with  the  need  for  economic  development  in  the 
Empire  and  the  importance  of  the  colonies,  but  basically  everyone  knew 
that  the  sense  of  imperialism  they  postulated  was  still  very  weak.  As  in 
England,  there  was  criticism  of  the  schools  because  the  textbooks  hardly 
mentioned  the  colonies.  Education  and  propaganda  were  also  themes  of 
the  colonial  exhibitions  held  in  Marseilles  in  1922  and  in  Paris  in  1931. 
Marshal  Lyautey  was  persuaded  to  act  as  honorary  president  of  the  world 
colonial  exhibition  and  with  great  pomp  and  rhetoric  praised  the  splendid 
achievements  of  France’s  “civilizing  genius”.  The  apparent  success  of 
this  exhibition — for  instance  the  number  of  books  sold— was  counted  as 
evidence  of  interest  in  the  colonies.  The  delegate-general  of  the  1931 
world  exhibition,  Olivier,  governor  of  Madagascar,  described  as  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  exhibition  “to  show  the  true  face  of  colonization  to  those 
who  do  not  know  it”.^®  He  urged  an  awareness  of  the  situation  in  world 
politics:  while  the  European  states  were  in  conflict  with  one  another, 
1200  million  non-white  people  were  preparing  the  counter-attack;  Europe, 
which  had  lost  prestige  since  the  war,  relied  on  non-European  raw 
materials  and  must  try  to  bring  the  different  races  closer  together;  in 
six  months,  thanks  to  the  exhibition,  the  “colonial  idea”  had  gained 
more  ground  than  in  the  past  fifty  years.  And  yet  the  question  of 
whether  France  had  an  “imperial  sense”— by  comparison  with  Britain— 
is  always  answered  in  the  negative.^®  Two  years  later  Lyautey  had  to 
admit  with  some  disappointment  that  the  exhibition  “has  in  no  way 
changed  the  attitude  of  mind  of  mature  thinkers,  nor  of  the  people  on 
the  spot  who  were  not  convinced  beforehand”.®® 

Nevertheless  a  small  elite  of  younger  Frenchmen  was  available  for 
the  administration,  the  colonial  army  and  the  missions,  and  in  Paris 
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countless  societies  and  committees  represented  the  interests  of  the  col¬ 
onies.®^  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  eolonial  firms  and  financial  in¬ 
stitutes  assoeiated  with  them  exerted  a  eonsiderable  influence  on  the 
government,  parliament  and  the  parties.  But  the  general  publie  showed 
little  interest  in  colonial  issues  in  spite  of  all  the  propaganda.  As  in 
England,  parliamentary  debates  on  the  colonies  were  rare  and  always 
poorly  attended.  The  eolonial  budget  was  the  only  subjeet  that  gave 
rise  to  short  discussions,  but  the  colonial  members  of  parliament  and 
the  party  speeialists  discussed  it  more  or  less  among  themselves.  There 
were  frequent  critical  references  to  the  faet  that  obviously  only  mili¬ 
tary  operations— as  in  Morocco  and  Syria— or  riots  roused  the  interest 
of  the  parliamentarians  and  the  press,  produced  excited  debates  and 
made  headlines.  But  no  one  took  much  notice  of  economie  development 
or  eonerete  issues  affeeting  the  native  inhabitants.  The  same  applied  to 
the  political  parties:  colonial  policy  was  ignored  or  only  incidentally 
debated  in  their  annual  eonferences.  One  of  the  results  of  this  was  that 
it  was  either  the  deputies  of  the  overseas  sections  or  the  representatives 
of  the  eolonial  economy  who  determined,  or  at  any  rate  exerted  a  strong 
influence  on,  the  course  and  attitude  of  the  parties. 

This  lack  of  interest  among  the  parliamentarians  was  to  some  extent 
a  result  of  the  government’s  optimistic  pronouncements.  For  instance, 
during  the  great  Indochina  debate  in  January  1930,  the  colonial  minister 
declared:  “To  tell  the  truth,  the  political  state  of  our  colonial  domain 
is,  on  the  whole,  excellent.”®^  A  few  months  later  the  parliamentary  re¬ 
porter  Albert  Lebrun,  later  president  of  the  Republic,  again  praised  the 
civilizing  achievements  of  France  in  the  sphere  of  public  works,  schooling 
and  sanitary  services,  without  even  going  into  the  real  problems.®^  In 
the  debate  on  Indochina  on  13  June  1930,  the  colonial  minister,  answer¬ 
ing  a  criticism  by  the  socialist  Moutet,  said  he  considered  the  existing 
political  representative  bodies  quite  sufficient.  “The  representative  as¬ 
semblies  are  presently  functioning  in  all  the  protectorates.  These  as¬ 
semblies  pronounce  on  almost  all  sections  of  the  budget,  particularly 
on  those  concerning  public  works  and  the  living  conditions  of  the 
natives.  In  Cochin  China,  the  colonial  council  meets  at  least  once  a 
year  [!]...  .”®4 

But  this  does  not  mean  that  colonial  policy  lay  outside  party  politics. 
Experts  on  parliamentary  practice  have  pointed  out  how  important  de¬ 
cisions  were  delayed  in  the  interests  of  the  always  somewhat  unstable 
government  majority  and  that  the  appointments  or  dismissals  of  gov- 
emors-general  were  a  question  of  party  politics.®®  Lyautey’s  recall  by  the 
syndicate  government  in  1925  may  well  have  been  justified,  but  the 
manner  in  which  it  was  done  and  the  poor  reception  given  to  this 
celebrated  proconsul  in  Marseilles  were  shameful.  In  1934  the  prefect 
of  police  of  Paris,  Chiappe,  who  was  disliked  for  his  close  connections 
with  right-wing  radicals,  was  removed  and  appointed  resident-general  of 
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Morocco,  although  he  had  no  colonial  experience  and  this  “punitive 
transfer”  necessarily  compromised  the  higher  colonial  administrative  posts! 
On  the  other  hand  the  members  of  parliament  showed  such  interest  in 
obtaining  government  offices  that  they  had  to  be  checked  by  a  special 
law.®®  Typical  of  this  incongruity  between  postulates  and  reality  is 
Andre  Tardieu’s  attack  on  the  regime  of  the  Tliird  Republic  between 
the  wars:  “We  have  the  Empire,  where  is  our  conscience?”  and  his  re¬ 
signed  realization  that:  “we  could,  to  expand  ourselves,  see  ourselves 
as  100  million,  which  we  are.  We  prefer  to  remain  40  million  and  to 
mutually  devour  each  other.  It  is  more  worth-while  .  .  .”.  France,  thought 
Tardieu,  had  neglected  an  empire  which  could  have  served  as  a  source 
of  moral  revival  and  become  an  economic  and  political  force.®^  These 
ideas  were  entirely  in  line  with  Albert  Sarraut’s  colonial  ideology;  but 
they  were  in  curious  contrast  to  the  fact  that  neither  as  a  member  of 
parliament  nor  as  president  did  Tardieu  demonstrate  his  sense  of  Empire 
by  doing  much  about  the  colonies. 

So  it  is  not  surprising  that  all  attempts  to  reform  the  central  colonial 
administration,  and  especially  the  many  attempts  to  subordinate  all  the 
non-European  territories  to  a  single  and  suitable  colonial  ministry,  failed. 
In  1920  a  reform  of  the  colonial  ministry  produced,  as  in  England,  a 
departmental  reorganization  into  sections  instead  of  the  former  geo¬ 
graphic  system,  and  parliament  set  up  a  special  department  for  the  af¬ 
fairs  of  Algeria,  the  protectorates  and  the  colonies.  At  the  same  time, 
a  commission  formed  on  Sarraut’s  persuasion  proposed  a  ministry  “of 
external  France”,  but  this  proposal  was  not  pursued,  largely  because  of 
the  opposition  of  the  French  Algerians.®®  During  the  formation  of 
the  cabinet  in  January  1934,  Daladier  considered  forming  an  overseas 
ministry  under  Henry  de  Jouvenel  with  a  secretary  of  state  for  North 
Africa  (Algeria,  Tunisia  and  Morocco);  but  under  pressure  from  the 
French  Algerians  he  had  to  abandon  the  project  and  content  himself 
with  the  ministry  of  the  interior.®®  Paul  Reynaud  revived  it  in  the  name 
of  the  finance  commission  in  1935,  but  without  success.®®  Neither  the 
reorganized  “Conseil  superieur  des  Colonies”  nor  the  “Haut  Comite 
Mediterraneen”  created  by  Flandin  in  1935,  which  was  meant  to  co¬ 
ordinate  policy  in  North  Africa  and  the  Levant,  became  effective. 
However,  the  coordination  conference  for  North  Africa  under  Albert 
Sarraut  finally  managed  to  play  a  role  in  1937-1938.®^  This  imperial  con¬ 
ference  criticized  the  inadequacy  of  the  colonial  ministry:  there  were  not 
enough  special  departments,  statistics  or  documentation  and  the  staff 
was  even  smaller  than  it  had  been  in  1894.  The  colonies  had  provided 
additional  staff  for  Paris  and  sometimes  even  paid  it  themselves;  this, 
as  Paul  Re5maud  stressed,  was  an  unsatisfactory  state  of  affairs.  The 
central  colonial  administration  of  Belgium  was  better  developed  than  the 
French,®^ 

Although  after  1919  the  slogan  “Greater  France”  proclaimed  a  unity 
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between  the  mother  country  and  the  colonies,  on  the  strength  of  which 
France  justified  its  claim  to  be  a  great  power,  and  although  economic 
development  seemed  a  way  out  of  the  economic  difficulties,  the  colonies 
continued  to  be  left  to  their  own  devices  and  hardly  received  any  eco¬ 
nomic  or  financial  support  from  the  metropolis.  Much  the  same  applied 
in  Britain;  but  British  policy  rested  on  a  deliberate  decentralization  of  the 
Empire,  to  which  British  free  trade  corresponded,  whereas  France  saw 
its  overseas  possessions  as  part  of  the  national  territory  and  administered 
them  centrally  from  Paris.  The  contrast  between  French  claims  and 
reality  was  proportionally  great.  In  the  political  sphere  this  led  to  im- 
mobilism,  since  the  concept  of  Greater  France  did  not  correspond  to  a 
policy  of  reform  or  a  view  of  the  future  that  seriously  considered  the 
implications  inherent  in  it;  nor  was  France  prepared  gradually  to  pursue 
the  rattachement  of  the  colonies  to  the  mother  country  postulated  by 
this  concept. 


ASSIMILATION  OR  ASSOCIATION? 


We  propose  to  preface  our  main  theme,  namely,  the  discussion  within 
France  on  colonial  policy  and  the  future  of  the  colonies  between  the 
wars,  by  a  brief  outline  of  the  administrative  structure.^ 

The  distinction  between  the  dominions  and  the  colonies  in  the  British 
Empire— apart  from  the  case  of  India  with  its  special  status— resided 
chiefly  in  the  difference  between  colonial  settlements  and  territories 
with  non-British  populations,  which  were  constitutionally  recognized  as 
areas  of  self-government  and  as  such  lay  under  colonial  control.  In  the 
French  colonial  Empire,  however,  the  curious  difference  of  status  among 
the  individual  territories  was  determined  by  history.  British  Crown  Col¬ 
onies  could  become  dominions,  but  no  change  of  status  occurred  or 
was  foreseen  in  the  French  colonies.  From  1925  on  the  British  dominions 
and  colonies  were  clearly  subordinated  to  two  different  ministries,  whereas 
in  Paris  the  subordination  remained  arbitrary  and  ineffective:  the  yieilles 
colonies  (Antilles,  Guiana,  Reunion,  agencies  in  India)  and  Algeria, 
which  was  added  in  1830,  were  organized  into  departments;  their  ad¬ 
ministrative  structure  was  similar  to  that  of  the  metropolis  and  they 
were  governed  from  the  ministry  of  the  interior;  the  colonial  ministry 
formed  in  1894  was  responsible  for  the  territories  in  Black  Africa  con¬ 
quered  in  the  late  nineteenth  century  (French  West  Africa,  1904; 
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French  Equatorial  Africa,  1910),  Madagascar  and  Indochina;  Tunisia 
and  Morocco,  where  French  rule  was  formally  based  on  protectorate 
agreements  and  the  fiction  of  independent  states  was  maintained,  were 
under  the  foreign  ministry.  The  same  applied  to  the  League  of  Nations 
mandates  in  the  Levant,  but  not  to  Togo  and  Cameroun,  which  were 
administered  by  the  colonial  ministry.  There  were  similar  distinctions 
even  within  a  compact  area  such  as  Indochina.  The  Indochinese  Federa¬ 
tion  created  in  1887  crnbraced  the  older,  directly  administered  colony 
of  Cochin  China,  the  Annam  Empire  and  the  kingdoms  of  Laos  and 
Cambodia,  which  were  theoretically  ruled  by  the  traditional  authorities 
but  in  fact  by  the  governor-general.  Tonkin  also  had  a  special  status; 
it  belonged  to  Annam  but  was  largely  ruled  directly. 

The  territories  under  the  ministry  of  the  interior  and  the  foreign 
ministry  legally  formed  part  of  the  national  territories  of  the  Republique 
une  et  indivisible  and  their  inhabitants  accordingly  had  French  national¬ 
ity.  The  protectorates  of  North  Africa,  on  the  other  hand,  remained 
‘‘foreign  states”,  whose  citizens  had  the  status  of  proteges.  French  na¬ 
tionality  did  not  necessarily  imply  French  citizenship,  and  a  clear  dis¬ 
tinction  was  made  between  sujets  and  citoyens.  Apart  from  the  French 
colonials,  those  natives  who  had  either  been  naturalized  in  globo  or  who 
had  obtained  citizenship  by  an  administrative  decree,  were  full  citizens. 
Besides  the  old-established  Algerian  Jews,  who  had  become  citizens  in 
1870  by  special  decree,  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  vieilles  colonies  and 
the  Four  Communes  in  Senegal  (Goree,  Saint-Louis,  Dakar  and  Rufisque) 
had  been  naturalized  in  1916.  The  African  citizens  in  Senegal  were 
granted  permission  to  keep  their  special  status  in  private  law.  Individual 
naturalization  was  theoretically  open  to  every  native,  but  it  had  to  be 
requested  from  the  administration  and  was  subject  to  a  number  of 
conditions:  knowledge  of  the  French  language,  conclusion  of  military 
service,  etc.  Above  all  it  meant  the  renunciation  of  the  applicant’s  personal 
status  and  his  subordination  to  French  law,  i.e.  exit  from  his  former 
community  and  native  origins,  religion  and  law,  and  transfer  to  the 
French  community.^ 

Apart  from  the  native  inhabitants  of  the  vieilles  colonies  and  the 
Senegalese  communities,  who  were  integrated  and  “assimilated”  in  ad¬ 
ministrative  terms  and  were  citizens,  the  majority  of  natives  had  the 
status  of  “subjects”.  This  applied  not  only  in  the  colonies,  but  even  in 
Algeria,  which  was  constitutionally  integrated  and  not  a  colony.®  The 
subjects  did  not  enjoy  the  political  rights  and  personal  liberties  guaranteed 
by  citizenship  and  were  not,  therefore,  entitled  to  vote  in  French  parlia¬ 
mentary  elections.  They  were  under  a  special  ruling  in  questions  of 
taxation,  military  service  and  jurisdiction,  in  addition  to  forced  labour  for 
public  works.  They  were  also  subjected  to  the  indigenat,  a  special  system 
of  administrative  justice  which  made  a  more  rapid  procedure  possible 
but  also  allowed  imprisonment,  confiscation  and  collective  punishments. 
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The  distinction  between  citizens  and  subjects  within  the  Republic,  which 
was  further  underlined  by  the  indigenat,  ensured  the  special  status  of 
the  European  minorities,  particularly  in  Algeria,  and  safeguarded  the 
colonial  power. 

The  contrast  with  the  British  Empire  is  obvious.  True,  in  the  British 
Empire,  all  subjects  of  the  Crown  had  the  status  of  “British  subject”, 
which  could  be  compared  to  French  nationality,  and  the  “native”  was 
subject  to  a  special  ruling;  but  the  native  could  never  obtain  the  narrowly 
circumscribed  citizenship  of  the  mother  country,  i.e.  of  the  United  King¬ 
dom;  for  this  would  have  seemed  absurd  to  a  Briton.  The  concept  of 
native  “citizenship”  in  the  French  colonies  reflects  the  specific  French 
concept  of  assimilation  and  the  problems  inherent  in  French  colonial 
policy  between  the  wars.  We  will  return  to  this  later.  Citizenship  meant 
voting  rights.  Unlike  Britain,  which  did  not  admit  colonial  representation 
in  Parliament,  some  French  colonies  could  elect  representatives  to  the 
Parliament  of  Paris:  these  were  the  vieilles  colonies  and  Indian  agencies, 
the  Four  Communes  in  Senegal,  Cochin  China  and  Algeria.  Algeria 
elected  eight  deputies  and  three  senators.  The  racial  composition  of  the 
citizens  determined  a  colony’s  parliamentary  representation.  The  vieilles 
colonies  and  Senegal  also  sent  native  deputies,  such  as  Gaston  Monner- 
ville  from  Guiana,  later  president  of  the  Conseil  de  la  R^publique,  and 
Blaise  Diagne,  the  native  mayor  of  Dakar,  whereas  the  deputies  from 
Cochin  China  and  Algeria  were  Europeans  who  chiefly  represented 
the  interests  of  the  French  colonials.^ 

As  in  metropolitan  France,  the  administrative  structure  of  the  colonies 
was  centralist.  The  governor-general  or  governor  controlled  the  administra¬ 
tion,  the  police  and  the  armed  forces,  but  had  no  control  over  jurisdiction 
or  the  indigenat.  Legislation,  however,  was  vested  in  the  parliament  of 
Paris,  which  could  decree  special  colonial  laws  or  pronounce  by  an  ad¬ 
ditional  declaration  that  laws  of  the  mother  country  were  also  valid  for 
the  overseas  territories.  This  “specification”  of  legislative  power  was  neces¬ 
sary  in  practice,  but  it  was  also  an  expression  of  colonial  domination 
and  revealed  the  discrepancy  between  the  postulated  “one  and  indivisible 
Republic”  and  the  true  situation.  The  president  of  the  Republie,  i.e. 
the  colonial  ministry,  was  responsible  for  legislation  by  decree,  and  the 
governor  had  the  right  to  make  regulations.  So  most  of  the  legislation 
was  done  in  the  bureaux  and  was  not  under  parliamentary  control. 
The  prefects  of  metropolitan  France  could  be  transferred  from  one 
province  to  another  at  will,  and  similarly  the  upper-  and  lower-grade 
colonial  officials  could  change  their  sphere  of  activity:  specialization  in  a 
particular  field  or  even  promotion  in  place  was  not  usual,  unlike  British 
practice.  The  administrative  cadre  was  frequently  moved  elsewhere,  some¬ 
times  even  from  Black  Africa  to  Indochina,  or  from  Algeria  to  Morocco 
and  the  reverse.  Control  of  the  administration  by  colonial  inspectors 
who  travelled  to  the  colonies  from  Paris  was  also  centralist. 
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In  Tunisia  and  Morocco  the  situation  was  slightly  different.  There 
France,  as  the  protectorate  power,  was  represented  by  a  resident-general 
and  formally  had  only  an  advisory  function.  But  we  shall  show  how  in 
Morocco  this  “indirect  system”  lost  its  original  character  and  was  replaced 
by  direct  administration. 

The  governor-general  was  assisted  by  the  Conseil  de  Gouvernement, 
consisting  of  the  most  important  officials  and  several  appointed  members 
representing  the  people:  it  had  consultative  powers  only  and  was  com¬ 
parable  to  the  British  executive  council. 

More  important  were  the  general,  i.e.  colonial  councils  in  the  vieilles 
colonies,  Algeria  and  Cochin  China,  which  had  a  budget  right  comparable 
to  the  conseils  generaux  of  the  departments.  In  Cochin  China,  for  in¬ 
stance,  this  council  also  had  members  who  were  representatives  of  the 
subjects;  but  in  practice  it  was  above  all  a  local  representation  of  the 
French  colonials  and  their  economic  interests.®  It  was  the  same  for 
Algeria’s  financial  delegations,  which  served  as  models  for  analogous 
bodies  in  Indochina,  Madagascar,  Tunisia  and  Morocco.  They  represented 
the  French  citizens,  interest  groups,  and  the  subjects  in  two  or  three 
sections,  but  their  powers  were  restricted  to  budget  affairs  and  economic 
issues.  This  division  into  sections,  the  numerical  preponderance  of  the 
colonials  and  the  indirect  appointment  of  native  representation  ensured 
the  dominance  of  the  French  colonials.® 

These  bodies  were  quite  different  from  the  legislative  councils  in  the 
British  colonies,  both  in  composition  and  in  responsibility.  Perhaps 
the  legislative  councils  did  not  have  a  very  great  importance  in  the 
Crown  Colonies  because  of  the  official  majority,  but  they  were  spokesmen 
for  the  administration  rather  than  representatives  of  interest  groups  like 
the  analogous  French  institutions.  The  distinction  between  Britons  and 
natives  was  largely  a  result  of  the  division  into  official  members  and 
elected  members,  and  not  a  question  of  citizenship,  i.e.  voting  rights,  or 
separate  advisory  sections.  The  conflicts  that  arose  were  due  to  the  transi¬ 
tion  to  representative  government  and  the  differences  between  the  colonial 
administration  and  the  elected  natives.  In  the  French  territories,  by  con¬ 
trast,  the  governor  or  resident  was  faced  by  a  representative  body  which 
did  indeed  assume  parliamentary  responsibilities  but  represented  the 
French  colonials,  not  the  natives.  The  depoliticization  of  the  British 
colonials  together  with  the  increasing  politicization  of  the  natives  in  the 
British  colonies  corresponded,  in  the  French  territories,  to  a  politicization 
of  the  French  colonials  together  with  wide-scale  elimination  of  native 
elements.  But  France  prided  itself  on  its  policy  of  naturalization,  which 
made  it  possible  for  the  natives  to  acquire  civil  rights  and,  in  principle 
at  least,  provided  access  to  political  representation. 

The  question  of  future  developments  arose  here.  In  the  British  system, 
the  future  was  to  a  certain  extent  preordained  as  a  gradual  transition 
from  the  official  majority  of  the  Crown  Colony  to  representative  govern- 
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ment;  in  the  French  territories  various  roads  were  open.  Either  France 
could  pursue  an  active  policy  of  naturalization,  in  order  to  “wean”  the 
emancipated  dlite  and  integrate  it  into  the  community  of  French  colo¬ 
nials,  or  it  could  convert  the  representative  bodies  so  as  to  favour  the 
native  elements,  so  that  in  time  they  would  form  a  kind  of  local  parlia¬ 
ment.  Both  roads  had  obstacles.  In  each  case  France  could  count  on  re¬ 
sistance  from  the  French  colonials,  who  feared  that  “liberalization”  meant 
they  would  be  outvoted  by  the  natives  and  that  they  would  lose  their 
control  in  the  representation  of  interest  groups.  This  situation  led  to  a 
certain  parallel  with  British  policy  in  East  Africa.  It  also  threatened, 
even  after  the  reforms  in  the  years  after  the  First  World  War,  to  arrest 
any  further  development.  In  other  words,  just  as  London,  once  it  had 
given  the  settlers  a  voice  in  the  legislative  council  in  the  East  African 
colonies,  later  had  difficulty  in  granting  the  natives  political  rights  be¬ 
cause  of  the  resistance  of  the  European  minority  (unlike  the  case  in 
West  Africa  and  Asia),  so  Paris  too  was  faced  by  obstinate  resistance 
from  the  different  interest  groups;  although  they  had  only  consultative 
powers,  they  defended  their  situations  acquises,  gained  support  at  home 
from  groups  interested  in  the  colonies,  and  managed  to  prevent  reforms 
benefitting  the  natives. 

In  the  French  territories  there  was  the  additional  difficulty  of  mapping 
out  a  possible  road  towards  a  colonial  parliament.  The  representative 
bodies  had  deliberately  obtained  no  legislative  power,  for  within  Greater 
France,  i.e.  a  one  and  indivisible  Republic  extended  overseas,  legislative 
power  could  lie  only  with  the  parliament  of  Paris.  To  grant  more 
than  the  representation  of  interests  with  consultative  powers,  or  ad¬ 
ministrative  decentralization,  would  have  presented  a  threat  to  the  unity 
of  the  whole  and  contradicted  France’s  centralist  tradition.  Between 
the  wars  this  difficulty  was  evaded  by  sheer  immobilism:  after  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  representative  bodies,  the  last  in  Indochina  in  1928,  the 
‘  constitutions”  were  not  altered,  or  at  least  only  in  minor  details,  even 
though  the  emancipation  movement  in  Indochina  and  North  Africa  was 
growing  rapidly  and  clamouring  for  active  reforms. 

The  difference  between  the  British  and  French  Empires  becomes  even 
clearer  here.  Around  1920  the  two  situations  could  still  bear  comparison 
as  analogous  stages  of  development,  in  spite  of  the  divergence  of  funda¬ 
mental  concepts;  this  was  no  longer  true  in  1939.  While  London  was 
taking  the  step  towards  semi-responsible  government  in  India,  Burma 
and  Ceylon,  Paris  adhered  to  the  1928  Grand  Conseil  in  Indochina; 
while  Egypt  and  Iraq  formally  obtained  independence,  France  main¬ 
tained  the  protectorate  status  in  Tunisia  and  Morocco  and  even  strength¬ 
ened  “direct”  rule. 

We  are  chiefly  interested  in  the  question  of  how  Paris  envisaged  the 
future  and  in  its  attitude  towards  the  emancipation  movements.  What 
“method”  did  France  try  to  employ,  and  what  was  its  aim?  Was  there  a 
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programme  of  decolonization  comparable  to  the  British  “gradual  grant 
of  self-government”,  and  if  so,  on  what  concepts  was  it  based? 

Unlike  the  British  political  writers,  who  either  were  reluctant  to  enter 
into  theoretical  discussions  or  cursorily  applied  the  concepts  of  trusteeship 
and  self-government,  the  French  liked  to  differentiate  between  various 
possible  methods  of  colonial  policy:  refoulement  or  assujettissement, 
autonomie,  assimilation,  and  finally  association. 

These  terms  must  be  briefly  outlined,  since  they  concern  our  discussion 
and  the  different  policies  were  always  based  on  one  or  another  of  these 
“models”. 

Refoulement  and  assujettissement  were  mainly  used  to  refer  to  the 
past.  They  served  to  bring  out  the  contrast  between  current  “positive” 
methods  and  the  former  simple  use  of  force.  Refoulement  meant  the 
persecution  or  gradual  suppression  of  the  original  settlers,  as  allegedly 
practise'd  by  England  in  the  North  American  colonies,  Australia  and 
New  Zealand.  This  allegation  was  often  linked  with  polemics  against 
the  United  States  and  Great  Britain:  it  was  cheap  hypocrisy  to  postulate 
sovereign  rights  or  even  to  take  an  anti-colonial  attitude  once  the  problem 
—the  existence  of  a  foreign  people  at  a  primitive  stage  of  civilization — 
had  been  solved  by  refoulement.  France,  it  was  said,  had  never  employed 
such  methods;  for  instance  in  Algeria  in  the  nineteenth  century  France 
had  neither  eliminated  nor  persecuted  the  Muslim  inhabitants  but  had 
recognized  their  claims.  So,  unlike  America  and  certain  dominions,  it 
was  now  faced  by  the  problems  of  a  multi-racial  society.  In  any  case, 
such  procedure  was  obsolete  and  out  of  the  question. 

In  the  same  way  assujettissement,  subjection,  was  considered  a  simple 
rule  by  power,  which  admittedly  did  not  seek  to  eliminate  or  persecute 
the  natives,  but  nevertheless  oppressed  them  and  exploited  their  labour, 
suppressed  riots  by  bloodshed  and  ignored  the  civilizing  mission.  Perhaps 
this  was  true  of  European  methods  in  the  late  nineteenth  century,  but 
it  hardly  applied  now,  they  said,  and  in  any  case  it  was  irreconcilable 
with  France’s  “generous  spirit”.  So  discussion  centred  on  the  concepts 
of  autonomy,  assimilation  and  association. 

By  “autonomy”  French  political  writers  meant  self-government  rather 
than  administrative  decentralization  and  a  certain  self-sufflciency  in  the 
colony.  The  “policy  of  autonomy”  aimed  above  all  at  dissociation  and 
eventual  independence.  The  colonial  power  satisfied  itself  with  a  minimum 
of  administration,  granted  political  rights  and  parliamentary  institutions 
at  an  early  date  and  made  no  attempt  to  assimilate  the  natives.  Naturally, 
this  idea  was  proclaimed  with  an  eye  to  Great  Britain,  which  had  already 
granted  its  colonial  settlements  political  independence  in  the  nineteenth 
century  and  was  now  allegedly  engaged  in  extending  this  method  to  non- 
British  territories.  France,  of  course,  was  chiefly  thinking  of  India  here, 
but  Egypt  and  Iraq  were  also  mentioned  and  later  West  Africa.  It  is 
characteristic  of  the  French  attitude  that  the  political  writers  actively 
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opposed  the  British  procedure  and  deliberately  distinguished  their  own 
doctrine  from  the  British  one. 

In  fact,  knowledge  of  the  British  territories  was  scant;  the  French 
discussion  usually  cited  only  that  the  dominions  were  a  special  case,  con¬ 
cerning  settlers  of  British  origin  who  had  previously  driven  out  or  elimi¬ 
nated  the  usually  rather  small  native  populations  and  who  even  after 
obtaining  independence,  had  remained  tied  to  the  mother  country  in  a 
number  of  ways.  Or  it  was  simply  said  that  autonomy  was  equal  to  inde¬ 
pendence  or  led  to  secession  and  was  therefore  irreconcilable  with  the 
concept  of  Greater  France.  The  aim  of  French  policy  was  a  permanent 
and  if  possible  even  closer  association  between  the  colonies  and  the 
mother  country.  The  French  political  writers  believed  that  their  rejection 
of  a  “policy  of  autonomy”  was  justified  by  the  crises  in  the  British  Empire 
after  the  First  World  War.  They  alleged  that  the  unrest  in  India  and 
in  Egypt  was  in  crass  contrast  to  the  good  relations  that  existed  between 
colonial  power  and  natives  in  Indochina,  Tunisia  and  Morocco  and 
proved  that  British  colonial  policy  was  a  failure.  We  shall  see  how  this 
view  changed  over  the  next  few  years,  as  the  criticism  gave  way  to  a 
friendly  recognition  of  British  policy  as  a  possible  model  in  the  final 
phase  of  decolonization.  But  between  the  wars  France  was  still  proud  of 
its  own  conception  of  future  colonial  policy,  a  policy  which  would  not 
lead  to  autonomy  or  secession. 

Here  we  come  upon  the  concept  of  “assimilation”.  In  its  general  sense 
it  was  interpreted  to  mean  integration  of  the  colonies  into  the  national 
territory.  The  colonies  were  potential  overseas  “provinces”  which  would 
obtain  an  administrative  structure  similar  to  that  of  the  mother  country 
and  be  subject  to  the  same  laws.  The  natives  were  therefore  potential 
Frenchmen,  who  would  be  integrated  into  the  supra-national  French 
civilization  irrespective  of  colour,  religion  or  cultural  traditions.  They 
would  be  granted  civil  rights  and  be  governed  democratically  from  Paris 
through  their  own  parliamentary  representation.  There  would  be  no  self- 
government  on  the  local  level,  as  there  was  none  in  the  departments. 
In  effect,  assimilation  defined  decolonization  as  total  integration  and 
equality  of  status. 

In  retrospect  it  would  be  possible  to  show  evidence  of  assimilatory 
tendencies  in  French  colonial  policy  at  the  time  of  the  ancien  regime. 
Since  such  tendencies  were  also  apparent  in  Spain  and  Portugal,  political 
writers  have  spoken  of  them  as  a  characteristic  of  the  Latin  powers  or 
the  Latin  race  and  have  made  comparisons  with  ancient  Rome.  A  more 
important  factor  was  the  French  Revolution.  The  planters  on  the  Antilles 
had  obtained  autonomy  and  sent  representatives  to  the  States-General; 
the  constituent  assembly  included  colonists,  representatives  of  colonial 
trade  and  reformers.  The  decisive  break  had  occurred,  for  the  colonies 
elected  their  representatives  in  Paris.  Subsequently  the  revolutionary  con¬ 
vention  not  only  abolished  slavery  and  declared  that  all  citizens  of  the 
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colonies,  irrespective  of  race,  were  French  citizens  with  full  civil  rights, 
but  also  declared  the  colonies  to  be  “integrated  parts  of  the  Republic  ,  .  . 
subject  to  the  same  constitutional  law”,  in  Article  6  of  the  1795  con¬ 
stitution.  So  the  question  of  how  the  existence  of  the  colonies  could  be 
reconciled  with  the  revolutionary  slogans  of  liberty  and  equality  was 
resolved,  not  by  granting  political  autonomy  or  even  independence,  but 
by  integration  and  assimilation.  The  old  monarchy’s  centralist  tradition, 
which  was  taken  over  by  the  Revolution  and  is  reflected  in  the  phrase 
“the  one  and  indivisible  Republic”,  was  associated  with  the  enlightened 
belief  in  the  unity  of  mankind  and  the  universal  rights  of  man.  France 
saw  itself  as  the  purveyor  of  a  humanitarian  and  republican  creed,  a 
civilization  that  was  not  dependent  on  nationalist  concepts  but  was 
potentially  universally  valid  and  assimilated  races  of  different  origins 
by  means  of  education,  laws  and  cultural  influences  and  integrated  them 
into  the  supra-national  community. 

Henceforth  assimilation  seemed  a  liberal  and  progressive  policy— just 
as  the  grant  of  local  self-government  with  a  view  to  ultimate  full  self- 
government  constituted  the  liberal  view  in  nineteenth-century  Britain. 
In  1839-1848  British  radicals  and  reformers  had  risked  taking  the  decisive 
step  towards  responsible  government;  similarly,  after  1848  the  Republic 
followed  in  the  steps  of  the  Revolution.  It  finally  freed  the  West  Indian 
slaves  and  re-established  parliamentary  representation  (Guadeloupe  was 
represented  by  a  native  deputy)  in  the  Four  Communes  and  in  Senegal 
as  well.  Algeria  was  divided  into  departments  and  arrondissements  and 
obtained  parliamentary  representation,  although  franchise  was  restricted 
to  the  French  settlers.  After  the  interlude  of  the  Second  Empire,  the 
Third  Republic  readopted  the  policy  of  the  Second,  and  it  was  predictable 
that  soon  after  the  final  victory  of  the  republicans  in  1879  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  Algeria  would  be  directly  subordinated  to  the  respective  ministries 
in  Paris.  But  this  rattachement  (1881)  also  demonstrated  the  ambiguity 
of  the  term  “assimilation”.  It  implied  political  and  administrative  integra¬ 
tion  of  the  colony  into  the  national  territory,  with  parliamentary  rep¬ 
resentation  and  transfer  of  the  colony  to  the  mother  country’s  legal  sys¬ 
tem;  it  also  implied  cultural  assimilation  of  the  natives  with  equal  status 
in  law  and  full  civil  rights.  In  the  vieilles  colonies  and  Senegal  the  two 
facets  were  not  distinguished,  while  in  Algeria  administrative  integration 
was  not  linked  with  an  assimilative  native  policy. 

We  shall  have  to  ask:  who  wanted  assimilation,  what  purpose  did  it 
serve,  and  who  was  to  be  assimilated?  Again  there  are  certain  parallels 
with  the  British  concept  of  self-government,  since  the  question  of  who 
should  obtain  self-government,  the  settlers  or  the  population  as  a  whole, 
resembles  the  French  dilemma:  to  whom  should  assimilation  apply,  to  the 
French  colonials  only  or  to  the  natives  as  well? 

Critical  discussion  of  the  policy  of  assimilation  began  around  1890. 
In  1892  the  idea  of  Algerian  rattachement  was  abandoned  in  favour  of 
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a  combination  of  parliamentary  representation  and  local  autonomy. 
The  Algerian  administration  was  by  no  means  popular  and  people  warned 
against  transferring  it  to  the  newly  won  Tunisia.  Governors  and  colonial 
officers  such  as  Lanessan,  Galli^ni  and  Lyautey  became  aware  that  the 
“pacification"  of  large,  closely-settled  areas  with  well-established  eultural 
patterns  needed  new  methods  and  that  French  rule  could  be  established 
more  smoothly  if  one  tried  to  win  the  co-operation  of  the  inhabitants, 
built  on  existing  institutions  and  applied  civilizing  pressures  slowly  and 
“indirectly”.  Under  the  influence  of  the  natural  sciences,  new  theories 
were  becoming  current  that  made  clear  the  fundamental  differences  be¬ 
tween  races,  civilizations  and  mentalities  and  rejected  assimilation  as  de¬ 
luded  nonsense.  In  any  case  there  was  still  the  question  of  whether  a 
policy  that  was  perhaps  valid  and  likely  to  succeed  in  the  vieilles  colonies 
whose  old-established  mixed  population  had  no  indigenous  civilization 
could  also  be  valid  for  the  new  colonies  in  Indochina  and  North  Africa. 
In  fact  assimilation  seemed  to  show  signs  of  dangerous  effects;  for  in¬ 
stance,  it  was  alleged  that  in  India  Western  education  had  destroyed 
the  old  society  and  a  semi-educated  class  had  emerged  which  was  already 
turning  against  the  colonial  power.'^ 

So  even  before  1914  the  concept  of  assimilation  was  superseded  by 
that  of  association.  The  meaning  of  “association”  is  best  understood 
in  Jules  Harmand’s  Domination  et  Colonisation,  published  in  1910, 
which  continued  to  influence  the  colonial  discussion  between  the  wars. 
Harmand  used  the  terms  in  their  original  sense:  “colonies”  are  simply 
areas  of  settlement,  while  “domination”  means  a  foreign  civilization 
ruling  over  the  natives.  Golonies  of  this  kind  are  founded  on  force,  and 
can  be  justified  only  by  the  superior  civilization  of  the  colonial  power 
to  which  the  colonies  must  defer,  economically,  militarily  and  politically. 
The  native  population  is  unassimilable  and  will  never  fully  accept  the 
foreign  power.  On  these  grounds  Harmand  opposed  administrative  inte¬ 
gration  and  over-hasty  assimilation.  He  thought  the  colonies  should  have 
their  own  organizations,  with  statutory  rights  and  their  own  tariffs.  Rep¬ 
resentatives  in  parliament,  he  said,  could  benefit  only  the  European 
minority  and  forcibly  preserved  special  interests  and  abuses,  since  the 
colonial  deputies  always  demanded  “assimilation  in  terms  of  profits  but 
autonomy  in  terms  of  power”.® 

Harmand  outlined  the  policy  of  association  as  follows: 

Yet  it  always  teaches  tolerance  and  liberalism  in  autocracy;  everywhere  it 
prescribes  scrupulous  respect  for  customs,  habits  and  religions;  everywhere 
it  substitutes  mutual  aid  for  the  pure  and  simple  exploitation  of  the  native 
labour  forces  and  the  usurpation  of  their  goods  and  their  land.  It  promotes 
their  intellectual  development.  By  trying  to  make  their  work  more  personal 
and  more  profitable  it  tends  to  make  it  more  productive.  By  seeking  to 
draw  them  together  and  to  unite  them  by  bringing  their  interests  closer, 
it  makes  submission  easier. 
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But  a  realistic  and  wise  policy  of  association  resolutely  and  firmly 
reserves  all  the  rights  of  domination  and  takes  all  its  exigencies  into 
account.  It  in  no  way  wants  to  prepare  or  realize  an  equality  which  is  always 
impossible,  but  rather  wants  to  establish  a  certain  equivalence  or  com¬ 
pensation  of  reciprocal  services.  Far  from  enfeebling  the  rule,  it  wants  to 
reinforce  it  by  reducing  the  frictions  and  hatred.® 

Instead  of  transferring  the  mother  country’s  institutions,  and  instead  of 
cultural  association,  Harmand  wanted  to  maintain  existing  administrative 
and  social  structures,  to  inspire  respect  for  native  customs  and  religions, 
set  down  a  careful  land  policy  and  prevent  crass  exploitation.  These 
ideas  are  reminiscent  of  Lugard’s  indirect  rule  and  of  Lyautey’s  concept 
of  the  protectorate.  In  what  was  to  be  a  characteristic  change  of  position, 
the  maintenance  of  existing  institutions  and  the  traditional  way  of  life 
came  to  sound  a  liberal  note  beside  the  assimilatory  attempt  to  impose 
one’s  own  civilization  on  a  foreign  people.  Association  could  be  viewed 
as  a  form  of  “co-operation”  between  the  colonial  power  and  the  natives. 

The  pragmatic  nature  of  the  new  concept  is  clear:  the  maintenance 
of  existing  structures  was  to  make  foreign  rule  more  tolerable.  For  the 
primary  task  of  the  colonial  power  is  to  guarantee  and  consolidate  its 
domination:  “everything  that  has  the  effect  of  consolidating  and  guaran¬ 
teeing  it  is  good,  everything  that  can  weaken  and  compromise  it  is  bad.” 
The  instruments  of  power  must  not  be  surrendered;  the  “subjects”  should 
not  be  naturalized  on  a  large  scale  and  should  neither  obtain  franchise 
in  the  local  assemblies  nor  be  able  to  take  over  the  administration’s 
authority. 

Since  Harmand  was  writing  before  1914  he  could  still  state  the  case  of 
the  rulers  very  clearly.  But  after  the  war  this  was  no  longer  possible; 
liberal  and  reformist  aspects  had  to  be  stressed  even  if  the  basic  intention 
was  the  same.  Harmand  could  also  still  assume  that  the  domination 
would  be  permanent — at  least  for  the  foreseeable  future.  So  it  remained 
an  open  question  whether  association  would  eventually  result  in  integra¬ 
tion  and  assimilation  or  whether  on  the  contrary  it  would  lead  to  a 
political  autonomy  resembling  the  British  self-government. 

Between  the  wars  it  was  impossible  to  avoid  discussing  the  future. 
Since  this  is  of  particular  interest  to  us,  we  now  propose  to  outline  the 
terms  used  in  the  colonial  discussion  and  to  try  to  explain  their  funda¬ 
mental  ambivalence. 

After  1919  there  was  little  open  support  for  a  policy  of  assimilation. 
Pre-war  criticism,  the  difEculties  of  implementation,  as  well  as  the  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  political  horizon  and  development  of  the  modern  sciences 
of  sociology  and  ethnology  had  compromised  the  term.  But  those  who 
still  openly  used  it,  and  we  must  stress  this,  included  the  native  deputies 
of  the  vieilles  colonies  and  Black  Africa.  It  was  they  who  believed  in 
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integration  and  assimilation  and  described  France  as  their  fatherland.  For 
instance,  in  the  cabinet  debate  on  21  December  1922,  the  deputy  from 
Guadeloupe,  Boisneuf,  pointed  out  that  he  owed  his  parliamentary 
mandate  to  assimilation:  “I  only  say  that  assimilation  must  be  the  aim 
of  French  colonization  .  .  .  colonization  consists  in  making  the  native 
evolve  from  his  civilization  towards  French  civilization.  .  .  .  This  is  the 
aim  and  the  justification  of  colonization.”  Blaise  Diagne,  the  deputy 
mayor  of  Dakar,  supported  him:  “This  is  true  for  the  blacks,  for  we  do 
not  have  the  same  past  as  the  yellow  races.  .  .  .  Either  you  will  gradually 
give  all  these  great  domains  certain  liberties,  so  that  one  day  you  will 
have  created  for  them  their  own  individual  and  self-centered  personal¬ 
ity  [!],  which  is  colonization  in  the  manner  of  the  English  ...  or,  starting 
from  the  decolonization  which  is  based  on  reason  and  in  the  heart  .  .  . 
you  must  gradually  manage  to  create  an  attraction  towards  the  central 
hearth.”^® 

In  the  same  year,  in  an  open  letter  to  the  American  Marcus  Garvey, 
Diagne  dissociated  himself  from  the  latter's  theses  of  African  nationalism 
and  contrasted  them  with  the  idea  of  emancipation  within  France— as 
Frenchmen.i^  Some  years  later,  in  January  1930,  when  the  former  gov¬ 
ernor-general  of  Indochina,  the  socialist  Varenne,  demanded  in  parlia¬ 
ment  that  the  Annamites  should  gradually  be  granted  autonomy,  Blaise 
Diagne  protested:  “Indeed  no,  we  must  tell  them  that  we  have  a  common- 
fatherland  ...  we  must  not  let  any  hopes  survive  that  by  the  fact  of 
creating  another  fatherland,  a  new  fatherland,  this  [a  distinction  between 
Annamite  and  French  youth]  could  happen  one  day.  There  are  not  two 
fatherlands.  There  is  but  one.”  So  while  the  French  socialist  wanted  to 
accede  to  the  claim  for  emancipation  of  the  Indochinese  61ite  and  con¬ 
demned  the  former  methods  of  cultural  assimilation,  the  African  de¬ 
fended  them — even  for  the  Far  Eastern  territories.  This  was  a  remarkable 
reversal  of  positions!  However,  the  ambivalence  of  the  term  “fatherland” 
became  clear.  When  the  colonial  minister  spoke  of  France’s  desire  to 
bring  the  natives  closer  to  the  “duties  of  French  citizens”,  and  thereby 
tacitly  supported  assimilation — quoting  Diagne  as  evidence  of  the  native’s 
agreement— the  latter  replied  that  by  “fatherland”  he  did  not  mean 
metropolitan  France  but  Greater  France.  “And  that  France  is  not  neces¬ 
sarily  in  Europe  but  can  be  found  wherever  France  is.”^^ 

We  are  not  concerned  here  with  how  far  the  not  unopposed  Diagne, 
a  citizen  of  one  of  the  privileged  Four  Gommunes  and  a  successful 
deputy,  was  recognized  by  the  young  Senegalese  and  African  elite  as  a 
representative  spokesman.  We  could  quote  similar  words  not  only  from 
the  vieilles  colonies  and  Black  Africa  but  also  from  Algeria  (i.e.  Ferhat 
Abbas),  and  even  Indochina,  although  there  the  demand  for  naturaliza¬ 
tion  and  full  citizenship  often  disguised  a  desire  for  autonomy  or  inde¬ 
pendence.  More  important,  I  believe,  is  that  the  desire  for  assimilation, 
which  Boisneuf  and  Diagne  formulated  so  strikingly,  did  in  fact  give 
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evidence  of  the  effectiveness  and  influence  of  French  education  and  of 
the  success  of  the  civilizing  mission.  But  at  the  same  time  it  represented 
an  appeal  to  metropolitan  France  to  accomplish  this  mission  which  it 
had  noisily  proclaimed  and  to  accept  its  implications.  Diagne,  and  he 
was  not  alone,  was  prepared  to  renounce  a  personnalite  propre  in  the 
sense  of  African  nationalism  or  territorial  self-government,  if  the  policy  of 
assimilation  remained  convincing  and  opened  a  path  to  emancipation 
not  just  for  him  but  for  the  entire  colonial  population.  France  was  taken 
at  its  word  and  people  demanded  the  realization  of  Greater  France  aim¬ 
ing  not  just  at  a  final  integration  of  the  colonies  into  the  national  ter¬ 
ritory  and  an  extended  metropolitan  France,  but  at  an  effective  “national” 
community;  apart  from  providing  cultural  aid  and  economic  develop¬ 
ment,  this  also  meant  that  France  should  slowly  yet  continuously  and 
consistently  extend  the  grant  of  civil  rights  to  the  native  peoples  who 
were  becoming  emancipated. 

This  did  not  occur,  or  at  least  France  did  nothing  in  the  inter-war 
years  to  promote  the  concept  or  to  make  it  effective  in  political  and 
institutional  terms.  The  number  of  naturalizations  remained  very  low 
in  Indochina  and  Algeria  as  well  as  in  Black  Africa.  The  process  was 
lengthy  and  the  administration  did  not  facilitate  it,  but  on  the  contrary 
made  it  more  difficult.  In  1936  there  were  less  than  2500  native  citizens 
among  the  15,000,000  inhabitants  of  French  West  Africa  outside  the 
Four  Communes!  The  renunciation  of  personal  status  continued  to 
be  the  essential  precondition  for  acquiring  citizenship,  although  there 
had  been  a  precedent  in  Senegal  in  1916.  This  precedent  was  described 
as  a  mistake  by  arguing,  for  example,  that  in  legal  terms  it  was  con¬ 
tradictory  and  untenable  that  voters  and  deputies  could  have  a  say  in  the 
laws  concerning  family  and  inheritance  by  which  they  themselves  were 
not  bound.  A  generous  policy  of  naturalization,  and  the  inclusion  of 
educated  natives  in  the  colonial  administration,  could  perhaps  have 
tied  the  emancipated  elite  in  Algeria  and  Black  Africa  to  the  mother 
country  in  the  name  of  Greater  France,  and  emancipation  could  perhaps 
have  been  achieved  by  means  of  assimilation.  It  is  significant  that  im¬ 
portant  national  leaders  did  not  become  nationalists  or  form  national 
parties  until  after  the  disappointment  of  their  expectations;  this  was  the 
case  with  Ferhat  Abbas  after  the  Blum-Viollette  reforms  and  in  Black 
Africa  after  the  Second  World  War. 

But  we  are  not  doing  justice  to  France  if  we  explain  its  hesitant  policy 
of  naturalization  only  in  terms  of  the  conservative  attitude  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration  and  the  influence  of  “colonialist”  interests.  Since  the  war 
the  liberals  and  reformers  had  also  rejected  assimilation  and,  in  the  name 
of  association,  had  constantly  pointed  out  the  differences  in  the  indigenous 
civilizations.  We  shall  see  that  even  the  Socialist  party  wavered  between 
assimilation  and  autonomy.  Paradoxically  this  produced  a  pro-native  at¬ 
titude  among  those  who  were  against  any  form  of  emancipation  and 
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who  were  interested  in  maintaining  the  status  quo.  As  a  result,  hardly 
anyone— except  in  the  Algerian  question  and  even  then  cautiously — 
actively  supported  assimilatory  naturalization  with  all  that  it  implied  in 
the  field  of  administration  and  law.  So  the  lack  of  real  alternatives  pro¬ 
duced  a  situation  in  1939  not  unlike  that  in  1919. 

We  have  already  pointed  to  the  ambivalence  of  the  French  concepts. 
It  is  necessary  here  to  distinguish  between  administrative  integration  and 
equality  under  the  law  for  the  French  colonials  on  the  one  hand  and  a 
native  policy  of  assimilation  on  the  other.  The  latter  had  the  support  of 
the  native  deputies  and  the  socialists.  But  a  man  like  Arthur  Girault, 
in  the  inter-war  period  a  specialist  on  colonial  law,  was  concerned  only 
with  the  question  of  how  to  prevent  the  secession  of  the  colonies  under 
the  leadership  of  the  French  colonials.  In  his  Principes  de  Colonisation  et 
de  Legislation  coloniale,  which  appeared  in  a  fifth  edition  in  1927,  Girault 
supported  assimilation,  which  he  considered  characteristic  of  the  Latin 
race.  He  thought  it  could  be  readily  adapted  to  the  differences  among 
the  peoples,  their  geographic  locations,  etc.  and  required  an  “eclectic” 
method.  Colonies,  he  thought,  must  not  become  caricatures  of  the  mother 
country.  Girault  often  referred  to  the  case  of  Corsica:  it  had  a  special 
status  and  yet  belonged  to  the  national  territory  and  sent  representatives 
to  parliament.  Parodying  a  famous  saying,  he  wrote  that  “a  little  thought 
takes  one  away  from  assimilation,  but  a  lot  of  thought  takes  one  back  to 

it”.13 

We  should  like  to  quote  here  two  rather  long  passages  as  examples  of 
a  form  of  argument  that  seems  symptomatic: 

But  if  one  reflects  at  length,  one  sees  profound  resemblances  beneath  the 
apparent  differences.  In  the  colonies,  as  in  Europe,  we  are  dealing  with 
men  who  have  human  passions  and  who  must  be  governed  by  human 
methods.  These  passions  are  violent  among  the  colonists,  given  the  ordinary 
ardour  of  their  temperament,  and  no  one  has  the  power  to  make  them  non¬ 
existent.  During  the  first  years  of  a  colony,  these  colonists,  absorbed  in  the 
pursuit  of  wealth,  generally  take  little  interest  in  political  liberties.  But 
later  there  will  be  some  among  the  men  born  in  the  colony  who  turn 
their  efforts  towards  winning  popularity  and  power.  They  become  party 
leaders  and  have  a  programme.  Now,  the  Metropolitan  Government,  which 
is  concerned  with  keeping  its  colony,  must  try  to  prevent  the  birth  of  a 
programme  of  separatism  and  to  obtain  the  personal  approval  of  the 
inhabitants.  In  order  to  achieve  this,  it  must  treat  the  inhabitants  of  the 
colonies  with  justice,  giving  them  the  means  of  defending  their  interests 
and  safeguarding  their  legitimate  self-respect.  The  policy  of  assimilation  is 
the  safety  valve  which  prevents  the  rupture:  To  the  man  whom  we  prevent 
from  being  prime  minister  in  his  own  country  because  his  country  is  a 
colony,  we  must  offer  in  exchange  the  possibility  of  beiiig  prime  minister  of 
France.  The  people  whom  we  forbid  local  patriotism  must  be  inspired  with 
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love  for  the  common  fatherland,  the  cult  of  the  Empire.  The  imperialist 
policy,  by  which  English  statesmen  are  currently  trying  to  strengthen  the 
ties  which  unite  the  different  parts  of  the  British  Empire,  has  revived, 
under  another  name  and  on  the  other  side  of  the  Channel,  our  old  policy 
of  assimilation  which  we  are  now  trying  to  avoid.  Basically,  this  is  still  the 
policy  whose  ideal  is  a  state  of  affairs  in  which  there  would  no  longer 
be  a  metropolis  and  colonies,  but  simply  the  Nation,  as  revolutionary 
France  used  to  call  it,  the  Empire,  as  the  Anglo-Saxons  say  today.  “I  do 
not  like  this  word  colonies,"  said  Kipling,  “the  Empire  is  all  of  us”. 

In  fact,  we  are  giving  up  the  policy  of  assimilation  because  we  are  only 
just  getting  to  know  our  colonies;  we  shall  come  back  to  it  when  we  know 
them  better.  Whereas  formerly  we  thought  that  we  could  attain  at  one 
bound  the  distant  ideal  towards  which  the  patient  nations  are  slowly 
travelling  now,  discouraged,  we  are  temporarily  turning  our  back  on  it.^^ 

The  policy  of  assimilation,  freed  in  this  way  from  the  exaggerations 
which  compromise  it  but  for  which  it  cannot  be  held  responsible,  appears 
both  very  patriotic  and  very  lofty.  It  sacrifices  neither  the  interest  of  the 
colonies  nor  that  of  the  mother  country.  On  the  contrary,  it  not  only  sees 
to  material  needs  and  advantages  but  also,  what  is  far  more  important, 
to  the  dignity  and  the  legitimate  susceptibilities  of  the  parties  concerned. 
Assimilation  is  a  big  enough  formula  to  satisfy  the  aspirations  of  everyone. 
A  policy  of  patriotic  concord  and  wide  fraternity,  it  unites  the  hearts  and 
uplifts  them. 

Assimilation  is  the  only  possible  ideal  when  autonomy  is  impracticable 
or  dangerous,  but  it  can  be  pursued  everywhere.  Tempered  by  large-scale 
decentralization  extending  if  necessary  as  far  as  federalism  [symptomati¬ 
cally  understood  here  as  administrative  decentralization],  it  procures  all 
the  advantages  of  autonomy  but  also  has  an  incontestable  moral  superiority 
in  that  instead  of  dividing  it  unites:  this  unique  Parliament,  composed 
of  men  who  all  speak  the  same  language  in  spite  of  their  different 
origins,  who  have  come  from  all  the  parts  of  the  world  where  the  same 
flag  flies  to  discuss  the  general  interests  of  their  common  fatherland,  is  the 
eloquent  and  evident  manifestation  of  this.  Here  is  the  salvation  for  the 
future.  If  in  the  eighteenth  century  England  had  followed  the  advice  of 
Adam  Smith  and  given  the  right  of  representation  in  Parliament  to  its 
colonies  in  America,  it  would  probably  have  kept  them.  The  establishment 
of  a  federal  Parliament  is  perhaps  the  only  means  it  has  left  today  of 
keeping  Canada  and  Australia.  Except  for  communal  representation  there 
is,  indeed,  no  choice  except  forced  or  amicable  separation,  except  subjection, 
which  provokes  a  colony  that  is  already  mature  to  rebel,  or  autonomy,  whose 
ideal  is  emancipation.^® 

It  is  clear  which  variant  of  assimilation  Girault  is  describing.  For  him, 
assimilation  was  the  only  alternative  to  “autonomy  in  the  sense  of  the 
autonomy  of  the  British  dominions;  the  phrase  about  “keeping  Canada' 
is  an  exaggerated  and  biased  interpretation  of  the  attempts  at  federation 
within  the  Commonwealth.  Cirault  judged  British  imperial  policy  nega- 
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tively,  as  secession  and  dissolution,  in  contrast  to  his  idea  of  a  “single 
parliament”  as  an  expression  of  a  completed  assimilation.  Girault  was 
clearly  attempting  to  placate  the  French  colonists,  who  naturally  de¬ 
manded  their  political  rights  and  had  to  be  satisfied;  “there  is  therefore 
in  fact  no  reason  for  differentiating  and  refusing  to  the  colonies  the 
benefits  of  the  legislation  judged  good  for  the  metropolis.”^®  And  the 
natives?  The  analogy  with  the  British  dominions  was  obviously  inept, 
since  the  settlers  in  the  French  colonies— for  not  only  Algeria  is  meant — 
formed  only  a  dwindling  minority  in  a  population  with  a  very  strong 
civilization  of  its  own. 

In  native  policy,  Girault  prophesied  that  with  the  rapid  population 
growth  in  the  colonies,  at  the  end  of  the  twentieth  century  France  would 
have  to  govern  a  hundred  million  persons.  So  he  defined  assimilation, 
in  the  sense  of  a  rapid  adoption  of  French  civilization,  as  an  “old 
delusion”;  traditional  customs  must  be  respected,  but  always  with  an 
“iron  grip  beneath  a  velvet  glove.  .  .  .  Any  attempt  at  resistance  must 
be  immediately  and  completely  suppressed”.^'^  In  spite  of  the  protectorate, 
he  thought,  French  goods  and  ideas  would  penetrate,  and  economic 
development  (Girault  refers  back  to  Albert  Sarrault)  would  bring  about 
a  civilization  resembling  that  of  Europe.^®  “We  shall  try  to  raise  the 
natives  up  to  our  civilization.”^®  Thanks  to  the  “collaboration  of  the 
natives” — which  is  obviously  taken  for  granted — “we  shall  be  able  to 
transform  completely,  in  the  course  of  the  twentieth  century,  the  countries 
that  we  have  decided  to  civilize”.®®  It  is  not  clear  whether,  in  spite  of 
the  refusal  to  embark  on  rash  assimilation,  this  native  policy  does  not 
turn  out  to  be  the  same  thing.  For  Girault  laid  great  stress  on  the  aspect 
of  domination,  promising  integration,  parliamentary  representation  and 
equality  under  the  law  only  to  the  French  colonials  and  paying  little 
attention  to  the  natives.  Since  the  natives  could  hardly  ever  be  really 
assimilated,  submission  and  resignation  were  all  that  was  left  to  them;  the 
colonial  power  would  attempt  to  “oblige  the  natives  to  live  in  peace 
under  French  rule,  and  try  to  make  them  appreciate  its  practical  ad¬ 
vantages  and  improve  their  material  conditions”.®^ 

This  conclusion  is  astonishing,  even  if  we  take  into  account  that 
Girault’s  Principes  first  appeared  in  1894  and  therefore  still  bear  the 
stamp  of  the  pre-war  era.  But  although  Girault  revised  his  manuel  and 
taught  colonial  law,  he  still  managed  to  avoid  these  decisive  questions 
or  buried  them  under  cliches  in  his  three-volume  work.  In  terms  of 
economic  issues  and  population,  he  was  presumably  planning  for  decades 
ahead,  which  was  why  he  spoke  of  a  “complete  transformation”  of  the 
colonial  social  structure;  but  then  he  stopped  short  at  “collaboration”, 
by-passing  the  need  for  a  deeper  discussion  of  native  policy  and  more 
details  of  its  ultimate  aim. 

Albert  Duchene’s  arguments  were  not  unlike  Girault’s.  Duchene  spent 
many  years  as  director  for  political  affairs  in  the  colonial  ministry.  He 
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did  not,  however,  use  the  term  “assimilation”  directly.  He  described 
General  Mangin's  phrase  about  the  “nation  of  a  hundred  million” 
as  “apt,  almost  classic,”  since  it  implied  a  “common  fatherland” France, 
he  said,  could  not  have  friendly  relations  with  “delicate  federations”  like 
the  British  dominions.  He  dismissed  the  fundamental  legal  distinctions 
between  the  status  of  citizen,  subject  and  prot^g6  with  the  remark  that 
these  were  “merely  Christian  names,  and  French  is  the  surname”.  Even 
the  sovereigns  in  the  protectorates  had  acquired  “a  French  mentality, 
a  French  soul”.  The  emperor  of  Annam,  for  instance,  had  been  educated 
in  France.  Assimilation  was  in  line  with  French  tradition,  but  did  not 
mean  a  crude  approximation  of  the  mother  country:  rather  it  opened 
the  way  “towards  autonomy,  a  special  autonomy  which  cannot  be  com¬ 
pared  to  the  self-government  of  the  British  dominions  but  is  none  the 
less  important.  It  is  chiefly  an  administrative  and  budgetary  autonomy” 
French  jurisdiction  was  becoming  increasingly  important,  since  in  the 
long  run  two  diEerent  systems  could  not  exist  side  by  side.  Duch^ne’s 
view  of  the  future  encompassed  a  degree  of  decentralization  within  a 
common  fatherland.  His  concept  remained  assimilatory,  although  he  said 
no  more  about  representation  in  parliament  and  ignored  the  native 
question  to  such  an  extent  that  it  is  not  clear  whether  he  meant  to 
promote  assimilation  or  was  content  to  maintain  permanent  rule  by  the 
French  colonials  and  the  administration.  This  influential  colonial  bureau¬ 
crat  gave  very  few  details,  yet  it  becomes  apparent  that  Duchene,  like 
Girault,  saw  assimilation  quite  difierently  from  the  native  deputies  and 
the  reformers. 

The  arguments  against  assimilation  date  from  the  pre-war  era  and  we 
have  described  them  earlier:  France  was  no  longer  dealing  with  only  a 
few  small  islands  and  coastal  positions  which  had  long  been  under 
French  administration  and  had  few  indigenous  traditions.  It  was  non¬ 
sense  to  speak  of  assimilation  for  the  peoples  of  Indochina,  Northern 
Africa  or  even  Black  Africa;  one  had  to  accept  their  traditions  and  be 
cautious  about  transferring  French  institutions  and  laws.  Any  precipitate 
action  was  dangerous  and  would  have  unfortunate  eEects.  For  us  it  is 
important  to  note  that  even  the  anti-assimilation  arguments  are  no  more 
than  ambivalent  attempts  to  justify  divergent  positions. 

One  of  the  most  severe  critics  of  assimilation  was  Louis  Vignon,  pro¬ 
fessor  at  the  Ecole  coloniale.  In  his  comprehensive  work  Un  programme 
de  politique  coloniale,  les  questions  indigenes,  published  in  1919,  he 
attacked  this  “French  stupidity”  with  scientific  thoroughness.  Vignon 
was  influenced  by  the  socio-ethnological  treatises  of  Le  Bon  and  Saus- 
sure  and  began  his  analyis  with  Negro,  Berber-Arab  and  yellow  nations 
and  communities  integrated  by  race,  religion,  environment  and  history. 
He  said  the  natives  were  not  “backward”,  but  were  simply  “other  men  . 
To  want  to  make  them  into  Frenchmen  was  ridieulous  and  presumptuous; 
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assimilation  would  disintegrate  their  traditional  structures.  Vignon  de¬ 
scribed  the  methods  of  conquest  with  surprising  frankness.  The  occupying 
power,  he  said,  had  encountered  resistance  which  it  broke  by  means  of 
repression  and  destruction.  The  colonizers  had  introduced  alcohol  and 
disease  and  had  recklessly  exploited  the  natives.  In  Algeria  they  had 
expropriated  land  and  property,  and  the  concessions  in  the  Congo  had  had 
catastrophic  results;  European  industrial  goods  and  processes  were  de¬ 
stroying  indigenous  crafts.^^  Apart  from  the  Marxist  writers,  Vignon 
was  one  of  the  only  Frenchmen  to  describe  the  effects  of  imperialist  policy 
and  of  assimilation  in  this  manner! 

Vignon  did  not  oppose  assimilation  by  association,  for  he  thought 
the  latter  merely  disguised  a  tendency  to  assimilation.  Instead  he  con¬ 
trasted  it  with  the  concept  of  the  protectorate,  which  he  saw  as  the 
“art”  of  governing  the  native  inhabitants  through  their  own  institutions 
and  authorities  and  slowly  leading  them  towards  “a  better  social,  po¬ 
litical,  economic  state  .  .  .  which,  however,  will  not  cease  to  comply 
with  their  mentality,  which  will  remain  in  conformity  to  the  evolutionary 
faculties  of  their  intelligence”.^®  The  traditional  rulers,  chiefs  and  nota¬ 
bles  were  to  be  given  power  in  order  to  provide  an  administrative  frame¬ 
work,  while  the  colonial  power  would  chiefly  be  concerned  with  practical 
issues:  modernization  of  agriculture,  construction  of  irrigation  works, 
etc.  It  would  be  better  to  reform  the  taxation  system  and  the  prejudice 
against  the  natives  than  to  speak  of  franchise  and  similar  Western 
“achievements”.  Here  Vignon  was  obviously  thinking  of  Lyautey’s  pro¬ 
tectorate  in  Morocco,  and  perhaps  also  of  Lugard’s  theories  of  indirect 
rule.  The  conservative  accent  is  plain,  for  Vignon  counted  on  very  long 
periods  of  transition,  and,  like  Lyautey  and  Lugard,  was  sharply  opposed 
to  the  eyolues,  the  emancipated  class  of  semi-educated  natives.  So  Vignon 
merely  wanted  to  promote  technical  training  and  warned  against  “en¬ 
couraging  French  travel  for  the  young  natives”.^®  He  did  not  eonsider 
questions  of  future  developments.  Like  Harmand,  he  was  against  re¬ 
laxing  the  system  of  government  or  admitting  natives  into  the  higher 
colonial  service:  “never  appoint  them  to  the  ofEce  of  administrator  or 
judge,  for  these  are  essentially  offices  of  sovereignty,  of  domination,  re¬ 
served  solely  to  the  Whites  to  ensure  their  politieal  power. Yet  he 
criticized  the  excessive  number  of  minor  white  officials:  in  Indochina 
for  example,  they  had  prevented  the  Annamites  from  gaining  access  to 
administrative  posts.  Vignon  hoped  the  proteetorate  system  and  material 
and  cultural  aid  would  rally  the  traditional  authorities  to  the  French 
cause;  however,  he  counted  on  some  latent  eonflict.  In  fact,  he  betrayed 
his  scepticism  when,  referring  to  Indochina,  he  wrote:  “perhaps  .  .  .  they 
will  become  reconciled,  in  some  lustra  [1]  to  our  presence.”^®  At  an¬ 
other  point  he  even  contemplated  the  possibility  of  seeession,  saying 
that  France  would  have  to  take  care  that 
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the  day  when,  obeying  a  law  of  nature,  they  elaim  their  freedom,  this 
should  happen  gradually  and  amicably;  and  again,  that  at  the  moment 
when  they  are  sufficiently  evolved,  mature  and  stable,  they  will  be  able,  on 
the  departure  of  their  tutors,  to  “make  it”  alone,  without  cries  or 
revolutions 

Here  Vignon  went  beyond  Harmand,  by  accepting  at  least  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  decolonization;  given  this,  the  concept  of  the  protectorate 
could  lead  only  to  self-government  and  independence.  But  he  still  saw 
this  as  only  a  vague  possibility  for  the  distant  future. 

Vignon  was  strongly  influenced  by  the  racial  theories  of  the  late 
nineteenth  century;  his  views  are  those  of  the  ruler  and  social  conservative. 
Yet  his  attacks  on  assimilation  are  worthy  of  note.  He  wanted  to 
formulate  a  “positive”  native  policy  which  would  eliminate  as  far  as  pos¬ 
sible  the  exploitation,  abuses  and  social  disintegration  resulting  from  the 
colonial  conquest  and  protect  the  original  character  of  the  native  com¬ 
munities.  Perhaps  his  concept  of  the  protectorate  was  no  longer  relevant 
to  the  situation  in  Indochina  and  especially  to  the  problem  of  Algeria 
(where  he  actively  opposed  the  reform  law  of  1918-1919),^®  but  in 
Lyautey's  Morocco  it  had  produced  positive  results.  At  any  rate,  Vignon’s 
criticism  of  assimilation  implied  a  policy  of  reform. 

The  rejection  of  assimilation  sometimes  sounded  a  very  “colonialist” 
note  and  provided  useful  arguments  against  political  reforms,  particularly 
in  the  question  of  naturalization  and  citizenship.  This  is  particularly 
true  in  the  case  of  Algeria.  By  asserting  that  the  race,  religion  and 
social  structures  of  the  Muslims  precluded  a  “premature”  policy  of  as¬ 
similation,  the  colonists  and  their  associated  societies  in  the  mother 
country  could  oppose  naturalization  in  globo  and  extension  of  the  quali¬ 
fications  for  citizenship.  The  French  colonials  claimed  French  law  and 
parliamentary  representation,  but  described  its  extension  to  the  natives 
as  “premature”.  Naturalization,  they  thought,  should  apply  only  to  the 
individual  as  a  “reward”  for  services  rendered  to  the  colonial  power;  the 
administration  would  see  to  it  that  this  “generous  gesture”  would  be 
made  only  to  “safe”  candidates  and  in  exceptional  cases. 

We  shall  describe  the  attitude  of  the  French  Algerians  later.  Here, 
however,  we  should  mention  Jean  Runner's  Droits  politiques  des  in¬ 
digenes,  published  in  1927.  Runner  declared  his  sympathy  with  the 
violent  resistance  of  colonial  circles  that  protested  against  what  was  in 
fact  a  rather  modest  naturalization  law.  His  thesis  was  that  “a  sovereign 
nation,  that  seeks  to  conserve  its  rank,  must  always  maintain  control  of 
the  access  to  the  quality  of  citizen  and  must  not  let  this  title  be  prosti- 
tuted”.3i  However,  the  natives  might  obtain  representation  in  the  local 
assemblies,  since  these  had  only  consultative  powers.  But  franchise  was 
dangerous  and  unsuitable  for  the  colonies,  i.e.  for  the  natives,  since  it 
was  a  European  principle.  Runner  considered  British  policy  in  India 
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and  West  Africa  Just  as  mistaken  as  the  creation  of  a  people’s  council 
in  the  Dutch  Indies*^  and  declared  that  "the  participation  of  the  natives 
of  Indochina  in  the  government  of  their  colony  is  therefore  assured”.®^ 
His  criticism  of  assimilation  led  him  to  object  both  to  naturalization 
and  to  the  British  system  of  granting  representative  organs.  In  effect, 
then,  he  was  approving  the  status  quo  in  the  "colonialist”  sense  and 
trying  to  prevent  the  political  emancipation  of  the  natives. 

Most  of  the  political  writers  preferred  the  concept  of  association  to 
assimilation.  Albert  Sarraut,  in  his  Mise  en  valeur,  again  provides  the 
decisive  clues®^  for  an  understanding  of  how  the  methods  outlined 
by  Jules  Harmand  in  1910  were  interpreted  between  the  wars.  Although  he 
categorically  gave  precedence  to  the  political  and  economic  interest  of 
the  colonial  power,®®  Sarraut  also  strove  to  create  a  modem  and  "liberal” 
colonial  doctrine  which  would  take  into  account  the  emancipation  of 
the  natives.  Economic  development  would  bear  fmit  only  under  a  policy 
of  association,  of  collaboration  between  the  mother  country  and  the 
colonial  inhabitants.  But,  on  what  would  this  collaboration  be  based? 
French  colonial  policy,  said  Sarraut,  was  guided  by  the  concept  of 
justice— one  of  the  many  rhetorical  phrases  of  these  years.  But  Sarraut 
set  himself  apart  from  those  who  assumed  there  was  an  unbridgeable 
gap  between  the  black  and  the  white  raees  and  who  at  best  wanted  an 
authoritarian  paternalistic  form  of  government.  He  said  French  policy 
was  based  on  the  declaration  of  human  rights  and  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
colonial  power  to  overcome  the  backwardness  of  the  non-white  peoples, 
^e  value  of  an  individual  did  not  lie  in  the  colour  of  his  skin;  if  an 
individual  was  capable  of  higher  things — higher  obviously  meaning  in 
terms  of  Franco-European  civilization— then  France  must  not  fail  to  help 
him  raise  himself  up  and  take  advantage  of  his  rise.  "On  this  juridicial 
and  moral  basis  rests  our  legislation  of  French  naturalization  for  the 
natives.”®® 

The  chief  differences  between  the  British  doctrine  and  Vignon’s  theories 
become  apparent  here:  although  Sarraut  did  not  urge  assimilation  and 
stressed  the  natives’  different  character  and  traditions,  his  efforts  at 
liberalism  and  desire  for  reform  led  him  to  conclusions  which  bear  a 
clear  assimilatory  stamp  and,  in  terms  of  civilization  and  politics,  aimed 
at  a  "common  Fatherland”.®'^  This  tendency  is  also  apparent  in  his 
comments  on  educational  policy.  He  sharply  opposed  using  standard 
teaching  methods  because  they  took  no  account  of  the  different  native 
civilizations  and  he  emphasized— although  this  was  nothing  new— the  need 
for  practical  training.  The  schools  should  concentrate  on  training  for 
the  lower  grades  of  the  administration,  the  colonial  army  and  the  econ¬ 
omy.  The  French  language  should  be  compulsory  in  all  grades;  there 
was  no  mention  of  teaching  in  the  local  language.  Sarraut  wanted  to 
give  those  who  were  capable  access  to  all  grades  of  education;  it  was 
wrong  to  "assign  a  limit  to  their  intellectual  ascent,  a  barrier,  the  obstacle 
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of  a  veto”  or  to  tell  them  “you  shall  go  no  further,  you  shall  know  no 
more”.®®  (Belgium  followed  this  policy  in  the  Congo  until  after  the 
Second  World  War!) 

These  few  comments  characterize  French  educational  doctrine  between 
the  wars.  The  education  of  the  masses  was  to  be  of  a  practical  nature; 
it  was  to  train  a  useful  administrative  cadre— which  would  be  cheaper 
than  white  labour;  meanwhile  a  small  61ite  would  have  access  to  French 
university  education  and  these  few  natives  would  be  subjected  to  civilizing 
and  cultural  influences  and  permanently  bound  to  the  mother  country. 
Naturalization  became  a  privilege  of  the  61ite,  for  France  “deliberately 
opens,  for  whoever  of  her  prot6g6s  deserves  to  enter,  the  gates  of  the 
French  city”.®®  But  Sarraut,  as  he  himself  said,  rejected  any  pseudo¬ 
liberal  system  of  naturalization  and  urged  only  a  slight  relaxation  of  exist¬ 
ing  rules-.  Renunciation  of  personal  status  remained  a  sine  qua  non. 
He  considered  it  more  important  to  give  the  “French  non-citizen”  more 
political  rights  in  his  “native  city”  than  to  pursue  a  misunderstood  policy 
of  assimilation.  Sarraufs  explanations  leave  much  unsaid;  but  it  is  clear 
that  he  was  far  from  approving  a  native  policy  on  the  lines  of  a  pro¬ 
tectorate  system  or  indirect  rule,  and  saw  the  native  cadre  as  no  more 
than  an  auxiliary.  His  reference  to  the  “native  city”  is  odd,  since  he 
wanted  the  young  61ite  to  be  naturalized  and  taken  out  of  traditional 
society. 

Sarraut  thought  native  representation  in  the  local  assemblies  was  still 
inadequate.  He  wanted  to  extend  the  native  electoral  body  and  make 
it  truly  representative.  But  the  “representative  institutions”  were  to  re¬ 
main  advisory  boards  and  not  develop  into  legislative  bodies  of  the 
British  kind.  The  inclusion  of  natives  in  the  consultative  institutions, 
and  native  access  to  the  administration,  which  he  alleged  already  existed, 
seemed  sufficient  answer  to  their  demands.^®  Sarraut  was  emphatically 
opposed  to  giving  up  any  sovereign  rights.^^  He  visualized  the  colonies 
as  organisms  with  a  life  of  their  own,  and  wanted  to  make  the  colonial 
administration  and  legislation  more  flexible;  but  he  explicitly  stated  that 
“autonomy”  meant  only  administrative  decentralization,  which  did  not 
lead  to  independence  but  created  even  closer  ties  with  the  mother 
country.  A  “close  political  dependence”  should  remain,  together  with 
the  “fundamental  concept  of  national  unity”. 

Indeed  how  could  the  “family  tie”  be  relaxed  in  an  era  when  the 
colonies’  economic  development  and  defense  against  the  outside  world 
made  aid  from  the  mother  country  necessary?  Sarraut  found  it  ridiculous 
to  speak  of  independence,  since  the  colonial  inhabitants  still  lacked  a 
“national  consciousness”  and  it  would  only  result  in  chaos.  The  natives, 
he  said,  were  aware  of  this,  and  “the  idea  of  independence,  far  from 
tempting  them,  terrifies  them”.  In  Indochina  this  had  been  very  much 
the  case,  in  spite  of  the  country’s  great  historical  past,  and  the  61ite 
considered  the  idea  of  independence  “a  pure  absurdity  .  And  if  ad- 
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ministrative  autonomy  should  nevertheless  one  day  inspire  the  desire  for 
independence,  this  was  a  problem  that  would  only  concern  our  grand- 
children.^2  Sarraut  admitted  that  Britain  granted  generous  constitutions 
and  initiated  reforms,  but  he  thought  this  was  only  a  form  of  “verbal 
liberalism”,  pointing  to  British  racial  discrimination.  France  did  not 
need  to  fear  separatism  since  the  colonies  were  bound  to  the  mother 
country  by  “ties  of  gratitude”. 

So  the  doctrine  of  association  was  to  be  a  “middle  road”  between 
assimilation  and  political  autonomy.  It  was  distinct  from  the  policy  of 
integration  and  citizenship  that  had  been  pursued  in  the  vieilles  colonies 
and  the  Four  Communes  of  Senegal  in  1916.  Given  the  existence  of 
a  large  population  with  its  own  civilization,  Sarraut  thought  their  social 
structures  and  cultural  traditions  should  be  accepted:  but  at  the  same 
time  he  believed  that  even  in  the  future,  political  emancipation  could 
be  avoided  or  prevented.  There  were  two  points  on  which  one  could 
give  in  to  the  natives’  demand  for  independence:  the  61ite  trained  and 
influenced  by  France  could  be  granted  naturalization  and  civil,  i.e. 
voting  rights;  or  a  certain  amount  of  native  representation  in  the  colonial 
advisory  boards  could  be  permitted.  By  “combining”  the  two  concepts, 
France  hoped  to  avoid  both  assimilation  and  autonomy  and  yet  ensure 
lasting  ties  between  the  mother  country  and  the  colonies.  The  assimilatory 
elements  of  this  “association”  cannot  be  overlooked,  however,  either  in 
the  cultural  or  the  political  and  legal  spheres:  the  colonies  were  to  remain 
parts  of  Greater  France,  and  the  seat  of  political  decision-making  would 
be  Paris;  at  most  the  colonies  could  be  granted  a  certain  decentralization 
and  representation  of  their  interests.  Since  native  representatives  would 
remain  a  minority  both  in  parliament  and  in  the  colonial  bodies,  there 
was  no  danger  to  the  existing  power  of  the  mother  country  and  the 
association  would  remain  one  of  unequal  partners.  The  precondition 
for  the  existence  and  durability  of  association  as  a  form  of  decolonization 
was  the  assumption  that  the  emancipated  61ite  would  remain  content 
with  naturalization  and  that  its  political  demands  would  be  satisfied  by 
the  grant  of  franchise  in  parliamentary  elections;  as  a  result,  the  elite 
would  be  willing  to  give  up  any  claims  to  effective  political  participation 
in  colonial  decision-making,  to  nationhood — except  for  the  French  one — 
and  to  independence,  as  “pure  absurdity”. 

This  assumption  may  still  have  been  valid  around  1920  in  North 
Africa  and  Indochina,  in  spite  of  the  activity  of  several  nationalist 
organizations  and  movements,  and  in  Black  Africa  it  could  even  be 
said  to  be  valid  until  the  Second  World  W^ar.  But  it  no  longer  applied 
to  the  situation  around  i93i>  when  Sarraut,  in  his  equally  respected 
book  Grandeur  et  servitude  coloniales,  again  discussed  colonial  policy. 
He  drew  a  good  outline  of  the  dangerous  position  Europe  found  itself 
in  at  the  time,  especially  in  Asia,  and  of  the  emerging  colonial  emancipa- 
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tion  movements.  He  also  described  the  effects  of  the  First  World  War 
and  subsequent  changes  in  economic  structure,  and  urged  his  country¬ 
men  to  acknowledge  the  vital  importance  of  the  colonies  to  France  and 
acknowledge  the  challenge  they  provided.  But,  curiously,  his  attitude  to 
the  national  movements  and  to  the  possibility  of  the  colonies  seceding 
had  not  changed  since  1923  and  he  used  the  same  dubious  formulas: 
the  colonial  peoples  did  not  want  independence,  and  even  if  they  did, 
this  would  only  concern  future  generations.  It  is  still  incredible  how  an 
apparently  logical  Frenchman  could  make  such  deductions  from  his  own 
premises — obviously  he  did  not  dare  to  draw  the  logical  conclusions  and 
clung  to  the  theory  of  an  existing  or  at  least  potential  “association”  be¬ 
tween  the  mother  country  and  the  colonies. 

In  concrete  questions  too  Albert  Sarraut  remained  one  of  the  older 
generation;  he  continued  to  enjoy  great  respect  throughout  the  1930s 
and  was  appointed  to  coordinate  policy  for  North  Africa  in  1937/® 
he  still  stood  by  the  positions  of  1923.  For  instance  he  wanted  to  grant 
university  education  only  to  those  “who  are  least  likely  to  stumble  and 
fall;  university  education  can  be  vouchsafed  only  to  those  who  are 
capable  of  receiving  and  absorbing  it”.^^  This  sounds  legitimate,  but  in 
practice  it  meant  that  university  education  was  subject  to  control  and 
that  the  candidates  would  be  tested  on  their  loyalty.  However,  Sarraut 
admitted  that  the  French-schooled  natives  must  be  used  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration  more  frequently  than  before.  Tliis  demand  was  often  raised 
in  political  writing  and  in  parliament,  but  it  was  never  realized  because 
of  the  esprit  de  corps  of  the  colonial  services  and  the  pressure  exerted 
by  officials.  Sarraut  also  considered  admitting  natives  to  administrative 
“oflBces  of  authority”,  i.e.  senior  posts  in  the  colonial  administration,  and 
around  1931  he  was  forced  to  accept  this  possibility  in  principle.  Jules 
Harmand  and  Louis  Vignon,  to  name  two  representative  examples, 
were  strongly  opposed.  Sarraut  did  not  want  to  enter  into  the  legal 
question  of  whether  these  senior  posts  could  be  open  only  to  Frenchmen 
and  naturalized  natives,  nor  did  he  want  to  draw  a  strict  line  between 
them.  But  he  did  help  clarify  the  situation  somewhat,  declaring  that 
access  to  these  oflBces  would  be  possible  only 

when  the  intellectual  and  moral  gulf  which  still  separates  us  from  the 
natives  has  been  bridged.  This  cannot  be  achieved  overnight  by  a  certificate 
of  naturalization.  In  principle,  objectively  speaking,  I  see  no  obstacle  to 
appointing  natives  to  offices  of  authority  in  a  colony.  In  fact,  they  already 
occupy  the  lower  grades;  but  positive  applications  to  the  upper  grades  of 
the  hierarchy  cannot  be  granted  until  we  have  subjects  available  who  have 
long  since  accepted  our  moral  guidance  and  who  have  willingly  integrated 
themselves  heart  and  soul  into  the  French  nation.  These  aspirations  to  the 
senior  offices  of  authority  will  be  satisfied  at  a  definite  future  time,  but  the 
date  is  not  yet  settled.^® 
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These  sentenees  seem  to  be  eharaeteristie  of  the  French  colonial  con¬ 
cept  between  the  wars.  Sarraut  wanted  to  show  his  willingness  to  reform, 
and  actually  did  go  a  step  further  than  Harmand,  but  he  laid  down 
conditions  that  were  essentially  assimilatory  in  nature,  thereby  relegating 
effective  access  to  offices  of  authority  to  an  indefinite  future.  Clearly  the 
ultimate  aim  behind  association  was  assimilation;  in  other  words,  be¬ 
cause  he  started  from  the  assumption  of  Greater  France  and  an  integrated 
national  unity,  Sarraut  had  to  stipulate  that  only  the  native  who  had 
really  become  a  Frenchman  could  anticipate  rising  to  a  senior  post.  A  non- 
Frenchman  would  be  a  threat  to  this  unity  and  could  become  the  in¬ 
strument  of  a  national  secession  movement.  Sarraut  failed  to  recognize  that 
at  the  time  when  he  was  making  vague  references  to  the  future,  there 
were  already  natives  who  were  French  “at  heart”  and  should  now  be 
admitted  to  offices  of  authority.  Either  he  was  not  sure  of  their  existence, 
or  he  was  hesitant  to  take  the  decisive  step.  But  if  in  1931  there  was 
still  no  assimilated  elite,  how  could  Sarraut  assume  that  it  would  emerge 
in  the  future,  especially  since  he  had  explicitly  referred  to  colonial 
emancipation  movements?  Once  again  it  becomes  clear  that  Paris  in¬ 
dulged  in  false  hopes,  and  tended  to  avoid  making  a  decision  by  repeating 
phrases. 

The  difference  from  British  policy  is  evident.  Britain,  too,  laid  down 
conditions— “civilization”,  “education”,  “maturity”— and  British  conserva¬ 
tives  and  liberals  also  argued  about  the  date  when  concessions  would 
have  to  be  granted.  But  no  British  political  writer  would  stipulate 
integration  “heart  and  soul”,  for  the  issue  of  native  access  to  the  higher 
administrative  service  took  on  a  different  meaning  in  the  British  concept. 
It  referred  to  self-government  and  was  designed  to  satisfy  an  elite  and  to 
guide  national  emancipation  into  the  right  channels.  However,  a  certain 
loyalty,  in  the  sense  of  collaboration  with  the  colonial  power,  was  pre¬ 
sumed;  accordingly  the  number  of  Indians,  Burmese  and  Ceylonese  in 
“offices  of  authority”  greatly  increased  in  the  inter-war  years,  while  in 
Indochina,  for  instance,  it  remained  small. 

Sarraut  proved  equally  conservative  in  the  question  of  representative 
bodies.  He  was  in  favour  of  increasing  their  powers  in  the  field  of  finance, 
but  was  strongly  opposed  to  extending  them  into  “parliaments”  and 
granting  a  constitution.  Demands  of  this  kind  would  come  from  a  few 
intellectuals,  he  thought,  but  not  from  the  masses.  Here  again  Sarraut 
referred  the  problem  to  the  future.^®  In  effect  he  was  approving  a  policy 
of  status  quo  dominated  by  the  French  colonials  which,  for  the  time 
being,  contented  itself  with  advisory  bodies.^^  It  is  not  clear  whether 
Sarraut,  who  definitely  considered  himself  liberal  and  yet  found  that  his 
—modest— proposals  for  reform  were  turned  down  by  the  colonials  for 
being  excessive,  wanted  to  conciliate  the  emancipation  movement.  He 
obviously  believed  that  France  had  now  achieved  all  that  was  possible 
in  the  political  sphere  and  should  concentrate  on  economic  develop- 
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ment,  on  raising  the  standard  of  living  of  the  masses,  and  on  its  civilizing 
mission.  Perhaps  we  can  put  it  as  follows;  because  the  concept  of  as¬ 
sociation  implied  neither  an  explicit  and  consistent  policy  of  naturaliza¬ 
tion  in  the  sense  of  assimilation,  nor  the  gradual  grant  of  effective 
political  responsibility,  as  was  Britain’s  aim,^®  the  result  was  necessarily 
a  tendency  to  depoliticize,  even  to  make  the  mistaken  assumption  that 
further  political  rights  need  not  be  granted  until  later,  without  specifying 
what  the  nature  of  these  rights  would  be. 

The  idea  of  association,  as  Albert  Sarraut  tried  to  formulate  it,  domi¬ 
nated  French  colonial  discussion  between  the  wars.  A  brief  reference  to 
other,  perhaps  equally  representative  political  writings,  will  clarify  what 
we  have  said  and  illustrate  some  variants. 

Typical  of  countless  similar  publications  and  newspaper  articles  are  the 
Commentaires  sur  la  colonisation  by  the  economic  writer  Robert  Doucet, 
published  in  1926.  He  thought  the  tendency  to  secession  in  the  colonial 
world  applied  only  to  the  British  Empire;  India,  Egypt,  ete.  In  fact, 
he  said,  Britain  had  not  known  how  to  implement  its  policy  of  “col¬ 
laboration”.  (Here  the  anglophobe  Doucet  equated  British  rule  in  India 
with  old-style  exploitation.)  The  colonial  peoples  profited  from  Europe, 
but  “do  they  understand?  This  is  the  whole  question  ...  we  are  ad¬ 
vancing  towards  the  unknown”.^®  In  the  Freneh  colonies  there  were 
no  open  rebellions,  “nor  even  serious  misunderstandings”  between  the 
metropolis  and  the  natives!  Since  Doucet  was  opposed  to  granting  civil 
and  voting  rights,  alleging  that  the  doubtful  electoral  methods  were  well- 
known,  there  remained  only  association,  which  was  realistic  and  con¬ 
sisted  in  “not  having  principles”.  Colonial  policy  must  be  based  on 
economic  considerations  and  its  task  was  economic  development.  The 
natives  should  become  good  workers,  which  was  why  one  should  satisfy 
their  “legitimate  needs”  as  far  as  possible — i.e.  securily,  sufficient  food, 
hospitals  and  schools.  It  was  quite  inconceivable,  he  said,  that  Congolese 
or  Sudanese  could  govern  themselves — Doucet  does  not  mention  North 
Africa  or  Indochina.  For  the  rest,  one  might  give  a  small  elite  access  to 
the  French  family  through  the  door  of  naturalization”.®®  Naturalization, 
it  appears,  was  regarded  as  a  means  of  delaying  political  emancipation, 
by  continually  neutralizing  the  61ite.  Doucet,  like  many  other  political 
writers,  was  in  favour  of  an  intensified  programme  of  colonization,  and 
he  saw  the  settlers  as  instruments  for  spreading  French  culture  who 
therefore  occupied  an  important  place  within  Greater  France.®^  It  is  not 
surprising  then  that  Doucet  contemplated  representation  in  parliament 
for  all  the  colonies,  and  even  the  protectorates,  but  with  franchise  re¬ 
stricted  to  the  French.  Naturalization,  he  thought,  had  been  pursued  too 
rapidly.  [1]  He  also  thought  a  colonial  parliament  was  conceivable,  with 
about  fifty  representatives  of  the  French  colonials  ‘  to  whom  one  could 
perhaps  [1]  later  join  some  representatives  of  the  native  population  ap¬ 
pointed  by  a  small  elite  of  notables”.®^  The  number  of  restrictions  here  is 
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worthy  of  note!  The  “eolonialist”  aeeent  of  Doueet’s  book  is  plain,  but 
even  more  striking  is  how,  in  the  name  of  association,  he  postulated  the 
integration  of  the  colonies  and  arbitrarily  surrendered  the  native  in¬ 
habitants  to  the  settlers’  rule — presumably  under  the  assumption  that 
even  in  the  future  there  would  be  no  emancipation  movements. 

Georges  Hardy  deserves  special  mention  here.  He  was  director  of 
education  in  Morocco  from  1919  to  1926,  director  of  the  Ecole  coloniale 
from  1926  to  1932  and  rector  of  the  Academy  of  Algiers  from  1932  to 
1937.  His  book  Nos  grands  problemes  coloniaux,  which  appeared  in  1933 
as  part  of  the  Colin  series,  became  widely  known.  Like  Sarraut  in  1931, 
Hardy  started  out  from  the  threatening  situation  in  the  colonies,  but 
then  reversed  himself  and  declared  that  the  national  movements  were  not 
dangerous.®®  Only  on  this  assumption  could  he  formulate  a  colonial 
policy  that  would  not  lead  to  dissociation!  In  the  chapters  on  economic 
and  social  questions,  he  combined  criticism  of  the  existing  state  of  affairs 
with  practical  proposals  for  reform  that  prove  his  great  experience  and 
reflect  the  objective  judgment  of  a  scholar.  He  thought  one  had  to  start 
from  the  traditional  institutions  and  authorities,  but  instead  of  simply 
trying  to  maintain  them,  as  the  conservatives  advocated,  one  should  re¬ 
new,  modernize  and  emancipate  them.  Hardy  stressed  the  importance 
of  agricultural  training,  the  setting  up  of  model  stations  and  the  struggle 
against  the  “exploitation  of  native  by  native”  (e.g.  the  tenant  system 
in  Cochin  China,  the  corvee  for  chiefs  and  feudal  princes)  and  against 
profiteering;  on  the  other  hand,  he  accepted  forced  labour  for  improving 
the  culture  of  certain  products.  The  traditional  system  of  collective  prop¬ 
erty  should  be  abolished  gradually. 

Hardy  realized  the  difficulty  of  colonization:  “The  whole  difficulty 
therefore  consists  in  promoting  the  European  colonist  without  injuring 
the  native:  these  are  propositions  which  have  sometimes  seemed  anti¬ 
nomic.”®^  The  state  must  intervene  to  control  land  rights  and  land 
purchase,  work  contracts,  concessions,  etc.  Hardy  also  criticized  the  racial 
arrogance  of  many  of  the  whites  who  described  the  natives  as  bicots. 

His  views  on  political  questions  and  the  ultimate  aim  of  French  colonial 
policy  are  less  clear.  Hardy  saw  no  contradiction  between  respect  for 
existing  social  structures  and  traditions,  and  gradual  assimilation.®®  He 
was  obviously  thinking  of  Algeria  when  he  said  that  the  settlers  were 
ready  for  such  a  policy  provided  that  assimilation  was  spread  over  a  suf¬ 
ficiently  long  period  of  time.  It  was  an  optimistic  assumption,  and  it 
raised  the  question  of  whether  the  Muslims  were  prepared  to  wait  for 
the  date  set  by  the  colonists.  For  the  rest.  Hardy  was  in  favour  of  as¬ 
sociation  based  on  a  solidarity  of  interests  between  two  societies  “that 
will  leave  to  each  its  own  personality,  institutions  and  customs”.  It  was 
not  at  all  certain  yet,  he  thought,  that  all  the  colonies  would  follow 
the  example  of  the  British  colonial  settlements  and  dominions  and  that 
all  colonial  domination  would  lead  to  “schisms”;  instead  the  lengthy 
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period  of  colonial  occupation  could  produce  a  rapprochement  and  a 
“desire  for  communal  life”.  One  could  easily  imagine  systems 

equally  distinct  from  subjection  and  from  independence,  capable  of 
protecting  the  weak  or  the  late  arrivals  without  impairing  their  development 
of  their  true  liberty:  and  it  is  probably  in  such  symbioses  that  those 
colonizing  nations  who  are  equal  to  their  task  will  see  the  formulas  for  the 
future. 

At  least  Hardy  was  concerned  with  the  future.  It  is  characteristic  of 
the  French  attitude  that  he  resisted  the  idea  of  eventual  dissociation  and 
sought  a  different  way  out  of  the  dilemma.  And  we  may  consider  it 
symptomatic  that  even  such  an  expert  on  colonial  affairs  was  able  to 
tell  us  little  about  this  “symbiosis”.®^  He  considered  the  transition  to 
parliamentary  assemblies  premature  and  did  not  say  how  he  envisaged 
native  representation  or  the  institutional  ties  between  the  metropolis 
and  the  colonies.  But  these  were  the  decisive  questions!  Since  Hardy 
was  not  aiming  at  self-government  and  was  willing  to  give  political 
consideration  even  to  the  French  colonials  outside  Algeria  and  wanted 
to  reserve  legislative  power  to  the  parliament  of  Paris,  he  in  effect  went 
no  further  than  defending  the  status  quo — or  at  best  proposing  a  few 
reforms.  None  of  this  could  hide  the  fact  that  his  views  on  the  future 
of  association,  in  spite  of  phrases  like  “collaboration”  and  “communal 
life”,  were  unclear— perhaps  necessarily  so. 

We  should  refer  here  in  somewhat  more  detail  to  Leon  Archimbaud’s 
La  plus  grande  France,  published  in  1928.  Today,  rightly  perhaps,  it 
is  forgotten;  but  it  is  an  extremely  striking  catalogue  of  the  cliches  and 
rhetorical  phrases  that  appeared  in  political  writing  and  parliamentary 
discussions  during  those  years.  It  is  all  the  more  representative  in  that 
Archimbaud  was  a  well-known  radical  socialist  deputy,  who  spent  many 
years  as  a  reporter  on  the  colonial  budget  and  had  demonstrated  his 
interest  in  the  overseas  territories  as  publisher  of  the  Revue  de  Pacifique 
(1922-1936).  The  book  is  an  apologia  for  Greater  France  and  an  at¬ 
tempt  to  propagate  an  “imperial  mentality”.  He  criticized  French  educa¬ 
tion  for  paying  too  little  attention  to  the  colonies  and,  by  contrast, 
praised  the  committees  that  were  organized  around  colonial  issues.  No 
other  nation  was  “as  capable  as  ours  of  making  itself  accepted  by  the 
natives,  i.e.  loved  by  them”.®®  There  followed,  of  course,  the  usual 
attacks  on  the  Anglo-Saxons  who  had  driven  the  natives  out — in  Australia 
they  were  allegedly  still  doing  this  in  the  nineteenth  century.  France, 
on  the  other  hand,  had  proclaimed  equality  at  the  time  of  the  Revolu¬ 
tion.®®  France  was  free  of  racial  discrimination  and,  unlike  Britain,  was 
not  solely  concerned  with  economic  profit.  “In  colonial  affairs  we  have 
clean  hands.  Not  every  colonizing  nation  can  say  the  same.”®®  Such 
phrases  were  common  among  right-wing  colonials,  but  sound  curious 
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coming  from  a  Radical  Socialist  who  liked  to  stress  his  “revolutionary” 
views.  Naturally  Arehimbaud  referred  to  Sarraut’s  Mise  en  valeur;  he 
thought  the  need  for  eeonomic  development  had  become  urgent  sinee 
the  war,  sinee  the  finaneial  situation  in  Franee  did  not  make  it  possible 
“to  buy  in  the  great  world  markets  at  any  price”.®^  France  must  become 
as  autarehic  as  possible  and  establish  a  market  of  “a  hundred  millions”.®^ 
He  eriticized  the  eolonial  administration’s  habit  of  transferring  of- 
fieials  from  one  department  to  another,  the  inadequate  ministerial  eadre 
and  the  paper  war.  .  .  .  The  natives  eaused  little  trouble,  especially  in 
Indochina: 

As  for  an  internal  peril,  may  I  be  allowed  to  say  that  it  does  not  exist 

.  .  .  the  native  question  has  never  become  an  issue  there  as  it  has,  for 

instance,  in  British  India,  and  it  is  certain  [!]  that  it  will  never  become 

an  issue  of  that  kind.  Apart  from  a  few  brainless  young  people  whose 

opinion  is  of  no  value,  the  Annamites  have  never  demanded  that  France 
should  evacuate  Indochina.®^ 

Generosity”  had  been  earned  too  far,  and  assimilation  had  been  a 
mistake:  but  it  had  now  given  way  to  the  “healthy  formula  of  association” 
which  Arehimbaud,  however,  did  not  manage  to  explain  fully.  France 
must  develop  the  natives  within  their  own  traditions,  he  said,  protecting 
them  from  exploitation:  that  is  to  say,  “one  cannot  too  much  stress  the 
need  for  prudence  in  native  affairs”.  He  fully  supported  politieal  rights 
for  the  French  settlers,  who — except  in  Algeria — were  being  denied  the 
right  to  vote:  “the  colon,  who  is  in  fact  a  sur-frangais,  is  also  a 
sous-frangais,  a  second-class  citizen,  denied  the  indefeasible  rights  allowed 
to  the  French  of  the  mother  country”.  The  governors  spoke  only  of  the 
rights  of  the  natives,  he  asserted,  and  not  of  those  of  the  settlers.  “Under 
a  system  of  this  kind,  we  will  soon  eome  to  the  paradoxical  result 
that  the  natives  will  have  more  rights  than  the  French  and  that  the 
latter  will  be  in  part  ruled  by  the  natives”  [!].®^  Consequently,  Arehimbaud 
demanded  representation  in  parliament  for  all  the  eolonies,  a  demand 
that  conformed  to  the  assimilatory  and  centralist  tradition  of  the  Radical 
Socialists  and  which  was  accepted  in  a  party  resolution  of  the  1927  annual 
conference.®®  The  commission’s  request  that  the  Algerian  natives  should 
be  granted  three  deputies  was  opposed  by  the  party  delegate  from  Algeria!®® 
Arehimbaud  was  not  in  favour  of  generous  naturalization:  “our  aim  is 
not  to  make  the  native  into  a  metropolitan  Frenchman,  but  into  a 
colonial  Frenchman,  and  we  must  make  him  able,  not  to  participate 
in  the  government  of  France,  but  to  collaborate  in  the  administration 
of  his  country”  .®’^  He  too  considered  that  the  political  rights  of  the 
natives  were  sufEciently  guaranteed  by  native  representation  on  the  ad¬ 
visory  boards. 

The  fact  that  the  Radical  Socialists’  colonial  expert  adopted  the 
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cliches  of  the  right  wing  throws  a  curious  light  on  the  attitudes  of  a  party 
that  proudly  asserted  its  loyalty  to  the  Left.  Even  more  remarkable  is  that 
Archimbaud,  in  his  final  chapter,  said  almost  the  opposite  of  what  he  had 
asserted  before,  as  though  he  were  finally  trying  to  put  forward  a  pro¬ 
gressive  Radical  Socialist  programme  after  all.  Now  he  not  only  said 
that  France  had  had  no  real  colonial  doctrine  since  1870,  but  even 
added  that  “nowhere  do  the  natives  have  a  serious  part  in  the  government 
of  their  country”  and  that  to  speak  of  “collaboration”  or  “association”  was 
a  “bad  joke”.  There  were,  it  was  true,  advisory  bodies,  but  “their  role 
is  usually  pure  fagade”;  most  of  the  members  were  appointed  and  their 
votes  had  no  significance— “such  a  parody  of  popular  representation  is 
not  worthy  of  France”.®®  The  policy  of  association  would  lead  to 
autonomy  and  this  was  the  ultimate  aim  of  French  colonial  policy— even 
if  it  took  a  hundred  or  two  hundred  years.  For  him  autonomy  meant  local 
government:  the  settlers  of  all  the  colonies  should  be  represented  in 
parliament,  but  he  dismissed  as  “premature”  the  question  of  whether  the 
natives  should  also  have  a  corresponding  representation.  The  number 
of  French  colonials  must  be  raised;  the  emigration  of  100,000  French¬ 
men  would  not  harm  the  mother  country:  “native  policy,  which  is  the 
great  issue  today,  would  be  made  much  easier”  [!]  then,  for  it  was  the 
small  white  colonist  who  showed  the  native  the  meaning  of  the  French 
family  and  who  fulfilled  the  civilizing  function.  We  might,  perhaps,  inter¬ 
pret  Archimbaud  as  follows:  the  stronger  the  French  minority,  the  sooner 
one  can  allow  native  representation  in  local  government  and  perhaps 
even  in  parliament.®® 

So  the  Radical  Socialist  Archimbaud  supported  the  concept  of  Greater 
France  and  a  lasting  association  with  the  colonies.  At  first  he  used  the 
notion  of  association  as  a  means  of  restricting  representation  in  parlia¬ 
ment  to  the  French  colonials  and  of  relegating  the  natives  to  local  as¬ 
semblies.  The  settlers  appeared  to  be  instruments  of  cultural  assimilation, 
but  this  assimilation  did  not  have  to  entail  the  grant  of  political  rights.  He 
did  not  consider  the  native  question  topical;  nationalist  rhetoric  em¬ 
phasized  the  “generosity”  of  France  and  this  strengthened  the  hope  that 
the  natives  would  willingly  accept  French  domination  in  the  future 
too.™  Archimbaud  carefully  avoided  any  embarrassing  questions. 

Archimbaud  may  be  said  to  be  representative  of  the  majority  of  his 
party  and  of  the  many  deputies  of  the  moderate  Left  who  took  little  in¬ 
terest  in  the  colonies  and  whose  notions  of  progress  were  closely  bound  up 
with  their  national  sense  of  mission.  The  concept  of  Greater  France  and 
its  civilizing  mission  allowed  them  to  avoid  paying  critical  attention  to 
the  details  of  colonial  affairs.  In  a  similar  way  the  British  slogans  of 
“trusteeship”  and  “gradual  grant  of  self-government”  set  the  conscience 
of  both  the  “man  in  the  street”  and  the  parliamentary  representative  at 
rest. 

We  do  not  dispute  that  a  few  outsiders  were  more  seriously  preoccupied 
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with  colonial  problems  and  were  prepared  to  aeeept  the  implieations 
of  a  Left-oriented  poliey,  as  is  evident  from  a  discussion  within  the  in¬ 
fluential  Ligue  des  Droits  de  I’HommeJ^  The  soeialist  Felicien  Challaye 
demanded  a  resolution  against  eolonialism  as  such,  which,  he  said,  was 
like  war  beeause  it  could  not  be  reformed  but  could  only  be  abolished. 
The  League  must  stand  by  the  sovereign  rights  of  the  colonial  peoples. 
Assimilation  was  the  expression  of  a  racial  arrogance  that  sought  to  im¬ 
pose  its  own  eivilization  on  other  peoples.  Challaye  demanded  freedom 
of  the  press  and  the  right  to  form  political  and  union  organizations:  these 
reforms,  he  thought,  would  be  preparation  for  the  future  independence 
of  the  colonies.  By  contrast,  Maurice  Viollette,  deputy  of  a  soeialist  splin¬ 
ter  group  and  governor  of  Algeria  from  1925  to  1927,  proposed  assimila¬ 
tion.  Viollette,  well  known  by  his  efforts  to  form  a  reform-oriented, 
popular  front  government  in  the  colony,  wanted  to  see  more  attention 
devoted  to  the  positive  aspeets  of  colonization  and  warned  against 
premature  retreat.  He  sharply  attacked  capitalist  exploitation  and  the 
untenable  situation  in  Indoehina  in  whieh  Annamite  scientists,  after  their 
training  in  Paris,  were  relegated  to  insigniflcant  positions  in  the  colonial 
administration.  At  the  same  time,  the  North  Africans,  for  instance,  wanted 
“to  be  French,  not  in  the  fashion  of  the  Freneh  Algerians”,  but  “in  the 
fashion  of  the  Frenchmen  of  France”.  This  meant  doing  away  with  dis- 
erimination,  giving  equal  status  under  the  law  and  recognizing  the  elite! 
Albert  Bayet,  an  important  writer  in  the  Radical  Socialist  press,  demanded 
large-scale  representation  for  the  natives  in  the  “representative  assemblies”, 
saying  that  the  eolonial  peoples  must  be  allowed  to  decide  of  their  own 
free  will  “whether  or  not  they  wish  to  remain  our  associates”.  A  rep¬ 
resentative  of  the  Hanoi  section  attacked  assimilation,  saying  it  was  non¬ 
sense  to  keep  repeating  that  France  would  remain  in  Indochina  for  ever. 
Another  speaker  defended  assimilation  and  demanded  native  representa¬ 
tion  in  the  Freneh  parliament:  “We  believe  in  the  assimilatory  force  of 
our  race,  in  the  force  of  aspiration  of  French  civilization.  We  believe  that 
the  peoples  eolonized  by  us  will  evolve  mueh  more  rapidly  towards  in¬ 
dependence,  towards  liberty,  that  they  will  more  rapidly  beeome  free  men 
in  a  free  eountry,  if  they  seek  to  be  annexed  to  Franee.”  Here  independ- 
enee  was  interpreted  as  full  emancipation  and  claimed  to  be  a  form  of  as¬ 
similation! 

This  discussion  within  the  Ligue  des  Droits  de  I’Homme  makes  clear 
the  divergenee  of  opinion  within  the  Freneh  Left  and  shows  two  dif¬ 
ferent  notions  of  decolonization:  national  emancipation  and  the  future 
grant  of  independence,  or  assimilation  within  Greater  France.  We  shall  see 
that  even  the  Socialist  party  was  divided  on  this  question.  But  in  general 
the  moderate  Left  tended  to  avoid  choosing  one  or  other  of  these  fairly 
consistent  solutions  and  was  content  with  association.  So  it  is  not  sur¬ 
prising  that  even  the  resolution  that  resulted  from  this  discussion  remained 
vague.  It  did  speak  of  “free  peoples”,  but  did  not  specify  whether  this 
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meant  individual  emancipation  within  France  or  national  independence.'^^ 

Towards  1930  the  notion  of  federalism  also  entered  the  French  dis¬ 
cussion,  in  connection  with  Briand’s  Europe  project.  The  Count  de  Fels, 
who  claimed  to  have  coined  the  phrase,  described  the  idea  of  a  United 
French  States  as  “the  crown  of  French  imperialism”.'^®  Perhaps  Africans 
such  as  Blaise  Diagne  would  accept  integration  and  assimilation,  but  not 
so  the  Asians  of  Indochina  whose  national  consciousness  aimed  at  sover¬ 
eignty.  Only  federalism  could  calm  the  tensions  and  turn  the  colonies  into 
parts  of  “a  fatherland  of  which  France  would  be  the  nucleus”.  De  Fels, 
in  a  new  departure,  was  considering  a  loose  association  of  autonomous 
members.  But  he  did  not  discuss  institutional  questions,  nor  did  he  say 
whether  the  French  parliament  should  remain  in  charge  of  foreign  policy, 
defence,  etc.  or  whether  a  “colonial  parliament”  should  be  formed  to  give 
the  colonies  a  voice  in  issues  of  general  concern.  Pierre  Lyautey,  the 
son  of  Marshal  Lyautey  and  an  ardent  politician,  also  proclaimed  the  idea 
of  a  French  United  States,  and  asked  the  remarkable  question;  “When 
shall  we  say  of  a  president  of  Indochina  or  Tunisia,  as  is  said  in  the 
Anglo-Saxon  world,  ‘that  man  is  one  of  the  best  men  of  the  Empire’?’”^^ 

Is  this  comparison  with  Britain  justified?  Apparently  Lyautey  saw  the 
dominions  and  the  French  colonies  as  parallels  and  wrongly  judged  the 
Commonwealth  as  a  model  for  federation.  At  any  rate,  the  French  federal¬ 
ists  were  certainly  not  prepared  to  grant  Indochina  or  Tunisia  and  Morocco 
dominions  status;  they  adhered  to  the  idea  of  federal  institutions  in  order 
to  assure  the  pre-eminence  of  metropolitan  France.  It  is  worth  noting 
that  Lyautey  again  recalled  ancient  Rome,  which  had  granted  the  viceroys 
in  Egypt  and  Syria  almost  complete  independence  and  yet  had  introduced 
Roman  law;  the  threat  to  the  Empire  had  come  only  wdth  the  over-hasty 
assimilation  of  the  barbarians.'^®  Lyautey  did  not  describe  the  federal 
institutions,  although  the  question  of  how  to  reconcile  the  national 
claims  of  the  natives  with  leadership  by  the  metropolis  is  a  central  one 
and  was  to  recur  in  1946  when  federation  again  came  under  discussion. 
Nor  did  he  say  that  the  Commonwealth,  although  it  had  British  settlers, 
was  not  a  federation — precisely  because  it  had  proved  impossible  to  be 
fair  to  both  partners  in  terms  of  institutions.  France  did  not  want  a  solu¬ 
tion  that  depended  overmuch  on  imponderables,  and  therefore  held  fast 
to  an  institutionally  fixed  framework.  Moreover,  France  mistakenly  saw 
federalism  as  a  developed  and  extended  form  of  local  autonomy.  It  did 
not  want  to  equate  the  metropolis  and  the  colonies  nor  to  transfer  its 
sovereign  powers  to  a  supra-national  body;  France  preferred  to  preserve 
the  Paris  parliament’s  power  of  decision  and  to  give  the  colonies  only  an 
apparent  share  in  overall  political  decision-making.  This  anticipates  the 
problems  of  the  French  Union  and  federalist  plans  after  the  Second 
World  War. 

It  seems  appropriate  here  to  give  a  brief  sketch  of  the  Catholic  attitude. 
Le  Droit  de  Colonisation  (1930)  by  Joseph  Folliet,  a  recognized  specialist 
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on  colonial  affairs  in  Catholic  circles  who  often  intervened  in  the  dis¬ 
cussion  even  after  the  Second  World  War,  exemplifies  the  Catholic  view. 
Folliet’s  theories  were  adopted  or  confirmed  by  the  Parti  Demoerate 
Populaire,'^®  by  a  number  of  politicians  and  by  the  Semaine  Sociale  of 
1930  whieh  was  devoted  to  the  eolonies.^'^  Even  the  left-wing  Catholie 
Journal  Esprit  published'^®  an  article  by  Folliet  in  which  he  wrote:  “this 
work  ...  is  born  of  an  anguish.'"^”  Folliet  had  been  familiar  with  the 
colonial  situation  since  his  youth  and  was  proud  of  Freneh  achievements, 
but  he  was  also  only  too  well  aware  of  the  diseriminatory  attitude  of  the 
French  soldiers  and  the  eontempt  felt  by  many  whites  for  the  natives.  It 
was  painful,  he  thought,  “to  be  a  helpless  witness  to  the  injustiees  and 
abuses,  some  of  which  are  odious  and  others  stupid”;  the  French  people 
must  consider  themselves  responsible  as  a  whole,  and  “France  would  be 
in  a  state  of  extremity,  as  Peguy  said,  if  it  deliberately  stopped  its  ears 
and  eyes”.  However,  the  Catholies  only  rarely  raised  their  voices  in  protest 
against  these  abuses.®®  After  the  Rif  revolt,  in  which  the  Communists  had 
openly  supported  the  rebels,  the  soeialists  had  remained  silent  and  the 
Right  had  used  cheap  arguments,  it  was  difficult  for  him,  he  said,  to  offer 
a  eonvincing  defence  of  eolonial  poliey. 

Folliet  consulted  Catholic  teachings  and  remarked  that  in  recent  years 
the  Catholics  had  scarcely  ever  shown  coneem  with  the  colonial  prob¬ 
lem  and  that  only  since  the  war  had  a  few  treatises  and  articles  ap¬ 
peared.  In  broad  historical  lines,  he  traced  the  Catholic  attitude  from 
Las  Casas,  Franeisco  de  Vitoria  and  papal  pronouncements.  He  re¬ 
jected  racial  and  economic  arguments  and  adopted  the  theories  of  a 
Spanish  international  lawyer,  aceording  to  which  the  resources  of  this 
earth  are  available  to  all  mankind  and  eolonial  domination  is  legitimate 
as  long  as  the  natives  are  unable  to  take  over  the  exploitation  of  these 
resources  themselves.  We  referred  earlier  on  to  the  similarity  between  the 
Catholie  arguments  and  Lord  Lugard’s  Dual  Mandate. 

Folliet  went  on  to  discuss  intervention  “in  the  name  of  charity”  and 
“civilizing  action”,  which  he  justified  by  elaiming  that  “the  eivilization 
of  the  world  is  a  Christian  eivilization”.  For  the  Catholic,  this  answered 
the  question  of  the  indigenous  value  of  native  eivilization  and  the  fune- 
tion  of  the  colonial  power,  whose  job  it  was  to  aet  as  missionary  and  civiliz¬ 
ing  influence. 

With  respect  to  Georges  Hardy,  Folliet  rejected  assimilation  as  he  did 
“complete  autonomy”,  since  this  would  preclude  any  civilizing  influence. 
There  remained  “adaptation”,  which  more  or  less  eorresponded  to  as¬ 
sociation.  “In  the  native  civilization,  we  will  destroy  or  reform  that  which, 
in  terms  of  economics,  is  not  viable  and  that  which,  in  moral  terms,  con¬ 
tradicts  natural  law  or  philosophic  or  religious  truth;  we  will  preserve  all 
the  rest.”®^  Folliet  recalled  Vignon  and  supported  the  coneept  of  the 
protectorate;  but  he  did  not  make  it  clear  how  the  willingness  to  accept 
and  tolerate  a  foreign  civilization  with  all  its  institutions  and  beliefs 
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could  be  reconciled  with  the  exclusive  claim  to  truth  of  the  Christian 
Catholic  world.  Any  attempt  to  form  a  unity  of  religion,  law  and  morals 
in  a  Muslim  society  would  presumably  lead  to  many  contradictions  of  “re¬ 
ligious  truth”! 

In  his  practical  proposals  Folliet  proved  to  be  a  reformer.  He  criticized 
existing  agrarian  laws,  objected  to  forced  labour  (with  reference  specifically 
to  the  Gold  Coast  and  its  economic  successes),  and  demanded  the  ex¬ 
tension  of  education  and  that  the  workers  have  the  right  to  form  trade 
unions.  He  considered  the  medical  services  quite  inadequate.  Folliet  took 
the  notion  of  “tutelage”  seriously  and  believed  that  at  a  given  moment 
dissociation  would  necessarily  take  place,  whether  peacefully  or  by  force. 
Here  he  pointed  to  an  important  problem:  “The  difficulty  lies  in  fixing 
the  moments  when  the  colonizing  powers  must  hand  over  the  reins  to  their 
possessions';  the  educator  will  always  have  the  tendency  to  continue  to 
judge  his  pupil  still  too  inexperienced.”®^  But  what  are  the  criteria  of 
“maturity”?  Were  Folliet’s  aims  confined  to  the  economic  situation  and 
would  he  be  satisfied  with  the  existence  of  an  educated  dite  able  to  take 
over  the  reins  of  government,  or  was  successful  Christianization  a  pre¬ 
condition?  In  the  latter  ease,  obviously,  dissociation  would  have  been  in¬ 
conceivable,  at  least  in  the  most  highly  developed  territories  in  North 
Africa  and  Indochina. 

Folliet’s  arguments  are  representative  of  Catholic  doctrine  between  the 
wars  and  were  broad  enough  to  satisfy  both  the  Right  and  the  Left  of 
political  Catholicism.  One  side  found  itself  confirmed  in  its  Catholic 
paternalism,  the  other  was  gratified  by  the  frank  exposure  of  certain 
“abuses”  and  the  demand  for  reform.  After  the  Second  World  War,  the 
newly  founded  Mouvement  Republicain  Populaire  could  pick  up  the 
thread  and,  on  the  basis  of  Folliet's  theories,  formulate  a  modem  colonial 
policy. 


THE  SOCIALIST  PARTY 


We  have  not  paid  much  attention  to  the  political  affiliations  of  the 
individual  political  writers,  nor  have  we  spoken  much  of  party  doctrine. 
Obviously  there  were  connections  between  colonialist  circles  and  the 
bourgeois  Right;  but  the  parties  themselves  were  so  little  organized  that 
they  provide  no  suitable  basis  for  discussion.  Albert  Sarraut  and  Leon 
Archimbaud  were,  it  is  true,  important  radical  socialists  and  were  to  a  cer¬ 
tain  extent  representative  of  their  party,  but  one  can  hardly  speak  of  a 
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Radical  Socialist  colonial  doctrine.  For  the  Socialist  party  itself  (SFIO), 
however,  the  point  of  departure  does  lie  in  the  party,  for  it  tried  to  formu¬ 
late  a  programme,  demanded  fractional  discipline  and  deliberately  set  itself 
apart  from  the  bourgeois  Right  and  Centre. 

When  the  Socialist  party  was  founded  in  1905,  Paul  Louis,  an  in¬ 
fluential  member,  tried  to  guide  it  into  doctrinaire  Marxist  course.  In  his 
book  Le  Colonialisme,  Louis  explained  colonial  expansion  in  exclusively 
economic  terms;  the  capitalist  system  had  hoped,  he  said,  to  find  a  market 
for  its  products  in  the  underdeveloped  countries  and  tried  to  delay  its 
inherent  crisis  temporarily  by  taking  the  profits  of  colonial  exploitation. 
Colonial  domination  was  gained  at  the  price  of  the  mother  country’s 
workers;  it  drove  the  subjected  territories  into  political  seclusion  and  made 
international  tensions  more  acute.  The  “civilizing  mission”  was  merely 
an  ideological  superstructure  designed  to  harness  public  opinion  and  to 
gain  parliamentary  support.  There  could  be  no  compromise  and  no  “so¬ 
cialist  colonial  policy”,  since  exploitation  would  not  come  to  an  end  until 
there  was  revolution  and  until  production  was  in  the  hands  of  the  prole¬ 
tariat. 

Yet  reform  tendencies  appeared  even  before  1914.  The  party  might 
protest  military  engagements  and  denounce  the  methods  of  economic  ex¬ 
ploitation,  but  it  also  had  to  ask  itself  whether  it  was  still  possible  for  the 
colonial  powers  to  make  a  rapid  retreat  without  condemning  the  colonies 
to  refeudalization.  Socialists  warned  against  “premature  surrender”  and 
were  prepared  to  accept  the  mother  country  as  protector  and  educator.^ 
Jaures,  who  was  primarily  concerned  with  reducing  international  tensions, 
approved  the  1911  Morocco  agreement,  which  brought  him  a  little  closer 
to  the  position  of  the  British  Labour  party. 

Immediately  after  the  First  World  W^ar  the  Socialists  were  faced  with 
the  question  in  colonial  affairs  and  in  general — of  whether  to  break 
with  the  Communists.  At  the  Congress  of  Tours  in  1920,  which  led  to  the 
split  in  the  parly,  the  majority  group  under  Leon  Blum  refused  to  identify 
the  emancipation  of  the  European  proletariat  with  the  movement  for 
liberation  of  the  colonial  peoples,  i.e.  to  openly  support  Lenin’s  concept 
of  national  opposition  and  take  part  in  subversion  against  the  mother 
country.^  They  wanted  above  all  to  give  economic  and  social  aid  to  the 
colonial  peoples  and  to  prepare  them  for  gradual  political  emancipation. 
This  put  the  Socialists  in  a  difficult  position.  The  Communists  accused 
them  of  compromising,  while  the  bourgeois  parties  and  the  colonial  press 
attacked  their  allegedly  doctrinaire  anti-colonialism  on  the  grounds  that 
it  was  hardly  any  different  from  that  of  the  Communists  and  only  served 
to  undermine  French  overseas  positions.  In  order  to  refute  this,  the 
socialist  Nouelle  declared  in  parliament  in  1929:  “We  are  not  anti- 
colonials!”^ 

This  question  became  acute  during  the  Abd-el-Krim  rebellion  in 
Morocco.  The  Communists  and  aflEliated  organizations  openly  supported 
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the  rebels  and  consequently  alleged  that  they  were  the  only  champions  of 
colonial  emancipation;  meanwhile  the  Socialists  had  to  be  diplomatic 
and  even  agreed  to  the  necessary  war  expenditures.  Independence,  they 
argued,  would  be  of  no  advantage  to  the  natives;  it  was  the  Socialist 
party’s  duty  to  co-operate  with  the  Moroccan  proletariat  in  order  to  achieve 
economic,  social  and  political  progress,  but  not  to  support  a  reactionary 
feudal  movement.^ 

The  Socialist  party  did  not  demand  immediate  withdrawal,  but  it  did 
actively  voice  its  disapproval  in  parliament  of  colonial  abuses,  exploitation, 
administrative  errors  and  dubious  repressive  measures.  The  main  issue  was 
working  conditions  in  Indochina  and  Equatorial  Africa  and  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Brazzaville-Ocean  railway  provided  a  good  opportunity 
for  criticism.  Here  they  said,  Africans  were  dragged  to  work  and  thousands 
had  perished.  Villages  had  been  depopulated  and  others  had  been  burned 
as  punishment  for  not  supplying  workers.  The  administration  was  either 
not  supervising  the  concession  societies  or  working  with  them.  In  July 
1927  Le  Populaire  printed  a  r&um6  of  Andr6  Gide’s  book  on  the 
Congo.® 

In  Indochina  too,  native  labour  was  being  ruthlessly  exploited,  and 
Nouelle  declared: 

I  shall  conclude  by  saying  to  all  the  peoples  who  suffer  under  our  colonial 
mle  that  the  Socialist  party  makes  their  cause  its  own.  It  makes  its  own 
the  cause  of  the  backward  peoples  of  tropical  and  equatorial  Africa  who 
are  subjected  to  the  hard  law  of  forced  labour.  It  takes  up  the  cause  of  the 
evolved  peoples  of  Asia  and  Madagascar  who  rightly  demand  an  ever  in¬ 
creasing  autonomy.  .  .  .  We  salute  the  martyrs  of  liberty  whoever  they 
may  be.® 

The  severe  repressive  measures  taken  after  the  193°  were  met  by 
protests  from  the  Socialists.  In  Paris  a  “Comite  d’Amnestie  et  de  Defense 
des  Indochinois  et  des  Peuples  colonists”  was  formed  and  counted  among 
its  members  Andre  Malraux,  Marius  Moutet,  Felicien  Challaye,  Paul  Rivet, 
Magdaleine  Paz,  Leon  Werth  and  Andr6  Viollis.'^  On  6  September  1933, 
the  party  opposed  the  military  actions  in  Morocco  and  called  on  the  sec¬ 
tions  to  organize  demonstrations  “against  a  policy  of  colonial  conquest 
A  year  later  Le  Populaire  turned  against  the  repressive  policy  of  the 
resident-general  of  Tunisia,  Peyrouton,  accusing  him  of  being  responsible 
for  provoking  the  riots  and  demanding  his  recall.® 

More  important  here  is  the  Socialist  party’s  colonial  theory.  Was  the 
emancipation  they  proclaimed  to  be  assimilatory,  or  did  it  aim  at  independ¬ 
ence? 

Like  the  British  Labour  party,  the  SFIO  was  also  aware  in  the  1920s  of 
the  need  to  define  its  position  and  not  to  content  itself  with  a  general 
condemnation  of  imperialism.  Pierre  Renaudel,  an  important  figure  here. 
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demanded  the  “elaboration  of  a  soeialist  doctrine”  in  1926  in  Vie 
Socialiste,  while  the  party  set  up  a  commission  of  enquiry  whose  report 
served  as  a  basis  of  discussion  at  the  1926  party  conference  at  Clermont- 
Ferrand.  The  report  rejected  colonialism  as  “a  particularly  oppressive  and 
exploitative  form  of  capitalism”;  at  the  same  time  it  stressed  that  simple 
withdrawal  from  the  colonies  was  out  of  the  question:  the  Socialists  could 
not,  it  said,  consent  to  this  kind  of  “nationalism  folded  back  on  itself” 
since  they  were  concerned  with  the  development  of  “all  the  productive 
forces  of  the  earth”.^®  This  argument  was  evidently  designed  both  to 
refute  the  right-wing  accusation  of  being  “anti-national”  as  well  as  the 
tendency  within  the  party  to  pay  little  attention  to  economic  develop¬ 
ment.  The  report  suggested  an  international  organization  whose  task  it 
would  be  to  control  access  to  raw  materials,  economic  development  and 
defence,  to  internationalize  the  great  trade  routes  and  thus  to  withdraw 
the  colonial  question  from  the  sphere  of  international  rivalry.  It  con¬ 
sidered  the  mandate  principle  a  valuable  one,  although  the  League  of 
Nations’  system  was  “a  hypocritical  imperialist  mask”.  Further  points  re¬ 
mained  vague,  however,  and  it  was  not  apparent  whether  the  mandate 
system  should  eventually  lead  to  independence  or  whether  it  was  merely 
meant  as  a  form  of  international  control  which  did  not  preclude  assimila¬ 
tion.  In  parliament,  on  10  June  1927  Leon  Blum  openly  supported  de¬ 
colonization  in  the  sense  of  eventual  independence  in  answer  to  a  Com¬ 
munist  challenge: 

We  do  not  admit  that  there  exists  a  right  of  conquest,  a  right  of  the 
first  occupant,  that  benefits  the  European  nations  at  the  cost  of  the  peoples 
who  are  not  so  fortunate  as  to  belong  to  the  white  race  or  the  Christian 
religion.  We  do  not  allow  colonization  by  force.  We  believe  that  the  aim 
to  be  pursued  for  the  peoples  who  at  this  moment,  in  effect,  find  them¬ 
selves,  as  is  the  case  of  France,  in  possession  of  colonial  territories,  must  be 
to  grant  them  eomplete  independence  as  soon  as  possible.  We  shall  have 
achieved  what  you  call  our  civilizing  mission  the  day  we  shall  have  been 
able  to  give  the  peoples  whose  territories  we  occupy  liberty  and  sovereignty. 
In  return,  in  the  given  situation  for  which  we  are  not  responsible,  which 
we  have  always  opposed,  which  we  have  always  obstinately  combatted, 
which  we  shall  combat  again  at  every  opportunity,  we  will  not  content 
ourselves  with  the  both  over-simple  and  over-dangerous  solution  that  con¬ 
sists  either  in  preaching  insurrection  and  calling  for  racial  war,  or  in 
demanding  immediate  evacuation  with  all  the  perils  this  would  entail  both 
for  the  colonists  and  for  the  natives  themselves.^^ 

Only  a  few  days  later,  however,  Blum  contradieted  the  African  Blaise 
Diagne  when  the  latter  demanded  parliamentary  representation  for  the 
Algerian  natives:  “In  our  opinion,  it  is  not  in  the  sense  of  a  wider  native 
representation  in  the  French  parliament  that  we  would  wish  this  ques¬ 
tion  to  evolve.  I  say  this,  if  not  as  party  opinion,  at  least  as  an  opinion 
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shared  by  most  of  my  comrades;  we  would  like  colonial  legislation  to  head 
more  and  more  clearly  towards  independence,  towards  self-government,  as 
it  did  for  the  Dominions.”^^  -phis  was  a  clear  statement  of  principle,  al¬ 
though  the  analogy  with  the  British  dominions  was  incorrect,  since  there 
it  was  the  settlers  and  not  the  natives  who  had  obtained  self-government 
—which  is  certainly  not  what  Blum  intended. 

Whether  the  grant  of  self-government  was  the  aim  of  Socialist  colonial 
policy  was  a  particularly  vital  question  in  Indochina.  We  have  mentioned 
in  a  different  context  the  former  governor-general  Varenne,  who  resisted 
integration  and  assimilation  in  1929-1930.  He  thought  future  international 
political  attention  would  be  focussed  on  the  Pacific: 

For  Indochina  we  must  perhaps  envisage  a  rather  different  future  than  we 
first  imagined.  In  this  tropical  valley  a  vast  confederation  is  forming,  an 
association  of  peoples,  for  which  France  will  be  a  kind  of  cement,  of  which 
it  will  form  the  uniting  link,  for  whom  our  protection  will  for  many 
years  to  come,  perhaps  even  for  ever,  remain  indispensable.  It  is  a  nation 
of  a  new  type,  which  grows,  which  will  demand  its  place  beside  France, 
in  the  orbit  of  French  policy.^^ 

Some  months  later,  again  in  parliament,  Varenne  carried  these  ideas  a 
step  further^^:  “I  want  France  to  be  able  to  say  to  these  Asians:  you  have 
a  fatherland,  it  is  in  Asia,  France  is  in  the  process  of  creating  it  for  you,  it 
is  French  Indochina.”  He  acknowledged  that  Moscow  was  putting  its 
emancipation  programme  into  action,  and  from  India  to  Korea  the  colonial 
peoples  were  in  motion.  France  had  treated  these  people  badly  and  had 
not  realized  the  advantages  of  the  protectorate.  TTie  Indochinese  were 
being  employed  only  in  subordinate  positions  and  were  miserably  paid; 
there  were  no  native  administrative  officers  among  them  as  yet.  By  the 
prohibition  of  unions  and  political  organizations,  people  were  being 
driven  into  opposition  underground.  If  the  elite  was  not  satisfied  soon,  it 
would  eventually  demand  full  independence.  “I  see  the  future  of  Indo¬ 
china  in  a  great  Indochinese  federation,  of  which  France  would  remain 
the  associate  and  animating  spirit.  .  .  .  Only  in  this  way  can  the  Anna- 
mites  regain  the  fatherland  they  think  they  have  lost.  We  shall  help  them 
to  gain  the  greatest  autonomy.  Total  independence?  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  will  come  one  day.  .  .  At  any  rate,  he  said,  twenty  million 
subjects  could  not  be  ruled  by  force  forever.  Varenne  pointed  to  British 
policy  in  India,  and  answered  an  accusation  that  its  experiments  had 
brought  Britain  no  advantages  by  saying:  “Rest  assured,  they  [the  Eng¬ 
lish]  will  come  to  an  agreement  with  the  Hindus  sooner  than  we  shall 
with  the  Annamites.”  Varenne  proposed  a  kind  of  Simon  Commission  to 
work  out  French  reforms  in  Indochina  and  outlined  his  proposal  for  an 
Indochinese  federation  associated  with  the  mother  country  to  whom  it 
would  leave  the  control  of  foreign  policy  and  defence— a  concept  which 
was  to  become  the  basis  of  General  De  Gaulle’s  post-war  policy. 
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Tlie  former  governor-general’s  view  of  the  future  is  unclear,  but  he 
took  an  energetic  stand  against  the  former  immobilism  and  called  for  a 
national  self-consciousness  and  the  grant  of  political  rights  on  the  local 
level  in  the  hope  of  in  some  way  linking  the  Indochinese  nation  to 
France. 

In  January  and  again  in  June,  Varenne  was  supported  by  Marius 
Moutet,  colonial  minister  of  the  Popular  Front  government  in  1946- 
1947.  Moutet  considered  the  accusations  against  the  leaders  of  the  1930 
riots  a  scandal;  repression  only  drove  the  elite  into  opposition.  No  one 
was  deceived  by  the  native  courts,  since  no  one  saw  the  judges  as 
anything  more  than  “creatures  of  the  administration”  and  all  held  the 
colonial  administration  responsible  for  the  sentences.  “We  must  bring 
about  a  complete  recovery;”  i.e.  the  Indochinese  were  to  be  prepared 
for  self-government. 

Do  you  have  a  programme  that  could  lead  this  country  to  independence 
under  its  own  government,  by  stages  which  I  asked  you  to  fix,  and  ac¬ 
cording  to  a  programme  followed  to  its  conclusion?  It  is  a  particularly 
difficult  task,  to  lead  a  people  from  the  Far  East  towards  liberty.^® 

So  Socialists  such  as  Blum,  Varenne  and  Moutet  maintained  that 
decolonization,  at  least  in  the  case  of  Indochina,  should  proceed  not 
by  integration  but  with  a  view  to  future  independence  or  the  greatest 
possible  autonomy.  Representation  in  parliament  was  out  of  the  question 
— Blum  himself  explicitly  rejected  it  even  for  Algeria.  When,  as  party 
leader,  he  declared  his  position,  he  very  wisely  did  not  present  it  as 
official  party  doctrine,  thereby  personally  confirming  that  there  were 
other  opinions  within  the  party.  With  regard  to  Algeria,  Moutet  urged 
an  assimilatory  policy  of  naturalization  and  parliamentary  representation 
for  the  natives— in  the  somewhat  compromised  form  of  a  special  electoral 
body  (cf.  p.  326).  The  North  African  party  sections  in  particular  in¬ 
clined  towards  assimilation;  their  membership  was  low,  it  is  true,  but 
their  delegates  carried  considerable  weight  at  the  party  conference,  largely 
because  the  majority  of  party  representatives  showed  little  interest  in 
colonial  issues  and  left  such  questions  to  those  who  were  directly  con¬ 
cerned.^’^  The  sections  were  composed  mainly  of  Europeans — minor 
officials,  employees  and  businessmen— who  preferred  integration  because 
it  seemed  to  combine  progressiveness,  i.e.  the  emancipation  of  the  natives, 
with  a  guarantee  of  their  own  positions.  For  instance,  in  1926  the  Tunisian 
section  declared  that  it  was  against  a  “premature  evacuation”  and 
defended  what  it  called  the  positive  achievements  of  colonization.  The 
Europeans  in  Tunisia  were  old-established  residents  and  had  been  of 
great  value  in  the  economic  development  of  the  country,  “with  the  result 
that  these  Europeans,  transplanted,  rooted  in  the  colony  where  they 
have  borne  or  will  bear  their  children,  can  with  right  henceforth  con- 
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sider  themselves  to  be  children  of  the  landed®  This  summarized  the 
settlers’  problem:  the  Socialists  among  them  were  opposed  to  withdrawal 
and  therefore  aimed  at  a  form  of  integration.  Tliey  thought  the  racial 
and  cultural  problem  could  be  turned  into  a  social  one  and  hoped  to 
create  a  class-conscious  proletariat  spanning  both  communities;  accord¬ 
ingly  the  North  African  congress  of  socialists  also  condemned  “the 
movements  of  xenophobia,  of  fanaticism  and  native  nationalism”.^® 

In  accordance  with  the  very  divergent  opinions  within  the  party, 
and  not  least  because  of  the  views  of  the  North  African  sections,  the 
extraordinary  party  meeting  in  December  1927  decided  in  favour  of  a 
policy  of  differentiation.  In  certain  territories,  obviously  meaning  Algeria, 
the  aim  should  be  full  assimilation,  while  other  colonies  should  be 
prepared  for  a  form  of  sovereignty;  Syria  was  promised  independence.®® 
In  broad  outlines  this  was  the  colonial  programme  of  the  Popular  Front. 

In  years  to  come  the  colonial  party  sections  tried  to  collaborate  with 
the  nationalist  groups  and  upheld  their  economic  and  social  demands 
in  the  press  and  in  local  assemblies.  In  Tunisia,  for  instance,  Bourguiba’s 
nationalist  party,  the  Neo-Destour,  had  good  relations  with  the  newspaper 
Tunisie  socialiste.^^  The  philosophical  successor  of  Blaise  Diagne,  Bour- 
guiba  was  a  member  of  the  Socialist  party,  with  the  result  that  the 
party  organization  to  a  certain  extent  reflected  the  idea  of  Greater 
France  and  thereby  differed  from  the  British  Labour  party.  British 
socialists  sometimes  had  personal  connections  with  colonial  nationalists, 
who  could  become  party  members  if  they  lived  in  England,  but  they 
admitted  no  overseas  organizations.  Since  the  predominantly  white 
sections  of  the  SFIO  could  support  the  nationalists’  economic  demands 
but  could  only  rarely  uphold  their  political  and  national  demands,  the 
result  was  a  considerable  degree  of  tension:  the  Socialists  concentrated 
on  social  emancipation  and  accused  the  bourgeois  nationalists  of  prema¬ 
ture,  and  therefore  dangerous,  nationalism. 

In  the  early  1930s  the  party  as  a  whole  scarcely  concerned  itself  with 
colonial  issues  and  only  after  its  victory  in  the  1936  elections  did  it 
actively  plan  a  colonial  policy.  Again  the  North  African  delegates  proved 
especially  energetic.  At  the  May-June  1936  party  congress,  the  representa¬ 
tive  of  the  Tunisian  section  accused  France  of  relying  on  the  old 
feudal  structures,  professedly  in  the  name  of  the  protectorate.  The  separa¬ 
tion  of  the  courts  of  law  and  chambers  of  commerce  into  French  and 
native  sections  had  resulted  in  the  formation  of  two  blocks  “which  oppose 
one  another  in  absolute  incomprehension”.  This  had  bred  a  kind  of 
particularism  and  so  it  was  not  surprising  that  the  elite  was  now 
becoming  nationalist.  The  Tunisian  spokesman  opposed  this  racial  and 
religious  nationalism  on  the  grounds  that  it  precluded  a  union  with 
the  European  proletariat  and  awakened  false  hopes  that  national  libera¬ 
tion  would  lead  to  an  improvement  of  the  economic  situation.  In  effect, 
a  Tunisian-Arab  nationalism  would,  he  said,  restrict  the  SFIO  section 
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to  the  European  minority  and,  therefore,  was  a  threat  to  integration. 
The  delegate  from  Constantine,  Tahrat,  demanded  a  consistent  policy 
of  assimilation.  He  described  “collaboration”  as  hypocrisy, 

for  there  can  be  no  loyal  collaboration  between  two  peoples  who  are  treated 
differently.  .  .  .  Today  the  Muslims  of  Algeria  are  certainly  not  aspiring 

towards  the  “liberation”  of  which  so  much  has  been  said  in  certain 

circles.  What  they  demand,  above  all,  is  equality,  equality  between  French 
and  Muslims.  And  I  must  say  that  the  Algerian  Federations  are  unanimous 
in  demanding  the  progressive  assimilation  of  the  Muslim  peoples.^^ 

Rejecting  the  double  electoral  colleges  and  a  possible  special  representa¬ 
tion  of  the  natives  in  parliament,  Tahrat  proposed  a  single  college 

with  gradually  increasing  franchise.  This  was  the  only  way  to  avoid 

conflict.  Naturally,  these  demands  were  in  complete  contradiction  to 
Blum’s  ideas  in  1927. 

In  order  to  demonstrate  their  desire  for  reform  at  the  moment  of 
coming  into  ofEce,  and  in  the  hope  of  gaining  the  co-operation  of  the 
nationalists,  the  Socialist  congress  addressed  a  manifesto  to  the  colonial 
peoples: 

The  Socialist  Party  Congress  assures  you  of  its  active  solidarity.  It  knows 
your  misery,  it  desires  to  put  an  end  to  it.  With  the  Popular  Front  in 
power,  a  new  era  is  starting  both  for  the  workers  of  France  and  for  the 
the  peoples  whom  it  includes  in  its  destiny.  The  hopes  raised  by  the 
victory  of  the  Popular  Front  will  not  be  disappointed.  .  .  . 

At  the  same  time,  the  party  announced  its  first  practical  programme 
— at  least  for  North  Africa.  To  Algeria  it  promised  repurchase  of  the 
great  concessions,  union  rights,  the  right  of  assembly  and  freedom  of 
the  press,  amnesty,  abolition  of  the  indigenat  and  transfer  of  social 
legislation  from  metropolitan  France  to  the  colonies;  it  even  promised 
the  abolition  of  the  government-general  and  the  financial  delegations. 
In  effect  this  meant  rattachement  to  the  mother  country,  representa¬ 
tion  in  the  Paris  parliament  on  the  basis  of  a  single  college  and  access 
for  the  Muslims  to  all  official  posts  at  equal  pay.  Tunisia  was  promised 
a  reform  of  the  Caidat,  administrative  decentralization,  much  wider 
franchise  for  the  Grand  Conseil  and  representation  of  the  French  colonials 
in  parliament.  For  Morocco,  a  series  of  social  reforms,  union  rights  and 
freedom  of  the  press  was  promised  The  important  Popular  Front 
organization,  “Comite  de  vigilance  des  intellectuels  anti-fascistes”,  made 
similar  announcements.^^ 

What  did  the  party  actually  achieve?  The  victory  of  the  Popular 
Front  and  Blum’s  government  were  greeted  with  approval  by  the  nation¬ 
alist  organizations  in  North  Africa  and  Indochina  where  they  raised  con¬ 
siderable  false  hopes;  to  the  French  colonials  by  contrast,  the  Socialists’ 
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fairly  generous  eolonial  programme  seemed  to  be  the  realization  of  their 
worst  fears  25  The  government  had  unequivoeally  expressed  its  desire  to 
introduee  a  new  poliey:  Marius  Moutet,  who  had  always  eounted  as  a 
soeial  reformer  and  had  often  eritieized  the  administration  and  protested 
against  repressive  measures,  beeame  the  eolonial  minister;  Hubert  Des- 
ehamps,  former  governor  of  Madagasear,  beeame  head  of  the  Cabinet. 
Blum  appointed  Pierre  Vienot  seeretary  of  state  for  Tunisian  and  Moroe- 
can  Affairs  beeause  his  frank  nature  was  likely  to  win  him  the  trust  of  the 
North  Afrieans.  Several  govemors-general  were  replaeed,  nationalist  leaders 
were  granted  amnesty  and  repressive  deerees  were  suspended.  In  November 
Moutet  summoned  the  govemors-general  to  a  eonferenee  and  in  his  open¬ 
ing  address  outlined  a  programme  of  “altruistie  eolonization”.  The  poliey 
would  be  “to  let  live  and  give  a  better  life  to  all  of  these  eolonial 
peoples”;  the  eeonomie  development  he  demanded  was  reminiseent  of 
Albert  Sarraut’s.  But  he  barely  touched  on  political  questions  or  reforms, 
and  one  has  the  impression  that  Moutet  hoped  that  for  the  time  being 
economic  and  social  measures  would  be  enough;  or  perhaps,  taking  into 
account  the  governors’  resistance,  he  was  trying  to  avoid  discussion  of 
these  matters.2® 

Several  reforms  were  actually  introduced:  tax  reform  and  a  new  labour 
statute  in  Indochina,  in  addition  to  a  decree  facilitating  naturalization; 
a  ruling  on  women’s  and  children’s  labour  in  French  West  Africa;  in 
1937  French  West  Africa  and  Madagascar  were  granted  the  right  to 
form  labour  unions  and  France  ratified  the  convention  for  the  abolish¬ 
ment  of  forced  labour;  French  social  legislation  was  also  transferred 
to  North  Africa,  but  in  practice  this  was  only  partly  effective.^’' 

Politically,  the  Popular  Front  government  soon  encountered  stubborn 
resistance  which  put  a  stop  to  a  number  of  the  intended  reforms.  The 
agreements  with  Syria  and  Lebanon  in  September  and  December  1936, 
modelled  on  the  1930  British  treaty  with  Iraq,  which  stipulated  inde¬ 
pendence  and  entry  into  the  League  of  Nations  but  at  the  same  time 
allowed  France  military  bases  and  a  privileged  position,  met  considerable 
opposition  from  the  army  and  the  French  colonials.  In  December  1938 
when  the  two  reporters  of  the  Senate  foreign  office  department  warned 
against  ratifying  them,  the  foreign  minister  Bonnet  abandoned  the  idea 
of  submitting  the  agreements  to  the  Senate  for  discussion  and  vote.^® 
In  March  1939  Vidnot  described  the  French  attitude,  which  was  clearly 
distinct  from  the  British  one,  as  follows: 

For  the  mass  of  French  opinion,  France  “possesses”  Syria.  Its  task  is  to 
administer  it,  to  safeguard  French  interests  in  it.  But  one  does  not 
“negotiate”  with  colonies,  one  keeps  them.  .  .  .  For  most  Frenchmen, 
in  effect,  our  mandate  in  Syria  is  little  more  than  a  fiction.  It  is  our  duty 
to  hold  what  we  possess,  and  a  settlement  of  the  kind  that  we  have  been 
led  to  envisage  seems  a  sort  of  betrayal.^s 


DECOLONIZATION 


318 

The  Blum-Viollette  reforms  for  Algeria  did  not  reach  parliamentary 
debate  either  (cf.  p.  332).  In  Tunisia  both  the  Neo-Destour  and  the 
regional  Comite  du  Rassemblement  Populaire  made  demands  in  line 
with  what  the  Socialist  party  had  itself  announced  in  its  programme; 
but  Vienot  was  under  pressure  from  the  Right,  and  gave  in  to  it  by 
declaring  in  November  1936:  “The  establishment  of  France  in  the  pro¬ 
tectorate  countries  is  of  a  definitive  nature”.®®  In  spring  of  the  following 
year,  the  secretary  of  state  held  preliminary  talks  in  Tunis,  and  in  a 
broadcast  on  1  March,  he  made  his  position  clear.  He  openly  exposed 
the  abuses  and  urgent  need  for  reforms  and  promised  the  Tunisians 
greater  participation  in  the  administration,  reform  of  the  Grand  Conseil 
and  extension  of  the  educational  system.  However,  these  reforms  were 
to  occur  within  the  framework  of  the  protectorate  agreement  to  produce 
an  “effective  and  indissoluble  Franco-Tunisian  solidarity”.®^  While 
Bourguiba  reacted  quite  favourably,  Vienot’s  statement  that  “certain 
private  interests  of  the  French  in  Tunisia  do  not  necessarily  coincide 
with  the  interests  of  France”,  a  phrase  which  seemed  to  foretell  a 
reassessment  of  the  concession  agreements  of  several  large  firms,  provoked 
a  storm  of  resentment  among  the  colonists.  They  protested  in  the  Grand 
Conseil,  called  upon  their  vested  rights  and  asserted  that  they  were 
the  legitimate  representatives  of  French  interests  in  Tunisia.®®  So  the 
Socialists’  institutional  reforms  came  to  nothing. 

The  Moroccan  nationalists  also  hoped  for  French  concessions,  but  the 
residents-general  Peyrouton  and  Nogues  appointed  by  the  Popular  Front 
government  supported  the  settlers  and  disappointed  the  Moroccans.®® 
When  General  Franco  made  his  liberal  pledges  to  the  Spaniards  in 
Morocco,  paradoxically  it  was  the  France  of  the  Popular  Front  govern¬ 
ment  that  fell  behind.  And  when  the  Moroccans  increased  their  demands 
and  tried  to  assert  them  forcefully  in  Paris.  Vienot  refused  to  receive 
a  delegation  of  the  “Comite  d’action  marocaine”.  The  Moroccans  ex¬ 
pressed  their  disappointment  by  demonstrations  in  Casablanca,  to  which 
the  resident-general  replied  by  arresting  the  nationalists.  When  the  Com¬ 
munists  in  Indochina  began  to  prepare  for  an  “Indochinese  congress” 
designed  to  work  out  a  programme  of  reform,  the  governor-general 
intervened  energetically  and  prevented  the  demonstration.  With  regard 
to  Black  Africa,  Moutet  once  again  spoke  in  praise  of  the  full  civil 
rights  granted  residents  of  the  Four  Communes  in  Senegal  and  confessed 
his  allegiance  to  the  policy  of  assimilation  pursued  there.  But  he  made 
no  move  towards  extending  the  policy  to  the  rest  of  Senegal  or  even 
to  West  Africa.®^  The  promised  commission  of  enquiry  that  was  to 
travel  to  the  colonies  and  submit  proposals  was  not  approved  by  the 
Senate  until  December  and  had  little  success. 

These  few  indications  must  suffice  to  show  that  the  Popular  Front 
government,  like  the  Labour  party  in  1924  and  1929,  did  not  manage 
to  implement  its  announced  programme  of  reforms  in  spite  of  its 
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original  good  intentions  and  the  few  small  but  valuable  measures  it 
did  take.  The  government  had  only  a  few  months  in  whieh  to  aet  and 
was  fully  oceupied  with  economic  issues  and  foreign  affairs.  An  even 
more  important  reason  for  the  failure,  however,  was  that  the  Socialists, 
occupying  a  very  weak  position  in  the  conservative  Senate,  were  dependent 
on  the  parliamentary  support  of  the  Radical  Socialists.  The  Radical 
Socialists,  however,  were  not  interested  in  “revolutionary”  reforms.  Sig¬ 
nificantly,  the  Popular  Front’s  electoral  programme,  unlike  that  of  the 
Socialist  party,  had  confined  itself  to  promising  a  commission  of  enquiry. 
Incisive  reforms  in  the  colonies  could  only  have  been  carried  through 
in  face  of  the  colonists’  active  resistance  and  the  government  did 
not  have  the  necessary  parliamentary  support  to  do  this.  The  revolu¬ 
tionary  Left  could  criticize  the  half-measures  and  challenge  the  govern¬ 
ment  to  keep  its  “promises”,®®  but  L^on  Blum  was  not  prepared  to 
take  a  revolutionary  course,  and  in  any  case  his  influence  was  small. 
The  results  became  apparent  at  once:  the  moderate  nationalists  of  North 
Africa  and  Indochina,  who  had  expected  generous  reforms  from  a 
Popular  Front  government  and  would  have  been  ready  to  collaborate 
temporarily,  were  disappointed  and  found  themselves  forced  to  turn  to 
nationalist  agitation.  TTeir  attacks  on  the  colonial  power  became  in¬ 
creasingly  severe  and  they  no  longer  hesitated  to  demand  independence. 


ASSIMILATION  IN  ALGERIA  (1919-1939) 


In  the  vieilles  colonies  France  had  introduced  a  policy  of  integration 
and  assimilation  by  the  time  of  the  French  Revolution  and  in  1946 
brought  the  policy  to  its  conclusion.  The  territory  and  its  population 
were  small,  the  former  slaves  had  no  indigenous  cultural  background 
and  the  races  were  very  mixed,  so  there  was  some  hope  of  success¬ 
fully  assimilating  the  colony  into  the  distant  mother  country.  Was  as¬ 
similation  also  possible  in  Algeria,  France’s  most  clear-cut  example  of 
a  colonial  settlement? 

France  had  “pacified”  this  extensive  territory  only  after  long  struggles; 
it  had  still  had  to  suppress  a  revolt  of  the  Kabyles  in  1871.  The  structure 
of  the  state  was  weak— and  it  was  under  Turkish  domination— but  the 
people  stemmed  from  the  Muslim-Arab  culture  of  North  Africa,  which 
was  entirely  different  from  that  of  the  metropolis;  they  resisted  assimila¬ 
tion  from  the  outset.  Yet  France  attempted  to  apply  a  policy  of  inte- 
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gration.  It  considered  Algeria  an  extension  of  the  mother  country,  a 
part  of  Greater  France  suitable  for  colonization,  and  Algeria  took  in 
a  vast  stream  of  settlers.  The  Democratic  Republic  of  1848  declared 
Algeria  a  part  of  the  national  territory,  divided  it  into  three  departments 
and,  by  giving  it  elected  general  councils  and  representation  in  the 
French  parliament,  placed  it,  ostensibly  at  least,  on  an  equal  footing 
with  the  mother  country.  After  Napoleon  Ill’s  brief  reign,  the  Third 
Republic  continued  this  policy.  In  1881  it  even  directly  subordinated 
the  different  branches  of  the  colonial  administration  to  the  ministries 
in  Paris,  But  Algeria  remained  a  special  case:  the  southern  territories 
were  administered  separately,  the  Algerian  departments  were  larger  than 
those  of  the  metropolis,  and  in  1896  the  rattachements  had  to  be  removed 
again.  Henceforth  a  governor-general  under  the  ministry  of  the  interior 
was  responsible  for  administration.  In  1898  Algeria  received  its  own 
advisory  departments— the  financial  delegations — and  in  1900  it  obtained 
its  own  budget.  Evidently  the  Parisian  bureaucracy  was  not  able  to 
cope  with  the  special  political  and  economic  problems  of  Algeria, 

As  we  have  shown  earlier,  integration  and  assimilation  applied  only 
to  French  nationals,  i,e,  to  naturalized  Europeans  and  Israelites  in 
Algeria,  and  not  to  the  autochthonous  population.  The  Muslims  were 
subjects  ,  not  citizens”.  The  right  to  vote  in  parliamentary  elections 
remained  restricted  to  full  citizens  and  so  the  Algerian  deputies  repre¬ 
sented  only  the  interests  of  the  French  Algerians.  The  “subjects”  were 
also  represented  in  the  financial  delegations^  but,  in  face  of  the  settlers’ 
unified  political  front,  they  had  only  restricted  power.  A  subject  could 
apply  for  naturalization,  but  this  meant  renouncing  his  personal  status, 
i.e.  subordination  to  French  civil  law.  Few  Muslims  were  prepared  to 
take  this  step,  which  meant  leaving  the  traditional  community,  quite 
apart  from  the  fact  that  the  administration  did  nothing  to  facilitate 
nauralization. 

So  the  Algerian  situation  in  1914  was  characterized  by  a  certain 
amount  of  integration  in  the  administrative  field  and  representation  of 
French  citizens  in  parliament.  Though  the  settlers  were  in  the  minority, 
they  disposed  of  a  considerable  part  of  the  fertile  land  and  cultivated 
it  with  labour  under  the  administrative  control  of  the  indigerutt.  This 
also  gave  them  political  control.  Land  and  labour  law,  educational  policy, 
etc.  were  applied  in  the  interests  of  the  settlers,  and  even  though  the 
secular  Third  Republic  practised  restraint  in  the  religious  sphere,  its 
occasional  refusal  to  assimilate  the  natives  was  largely  a  question  of 
expediency  and  served  to  ensure  the  settlers’  dominance. 

What  were  the  plans  for  the  future?  Programmatic  assimilation  had 
fallen  into  disrepute  before  1914  and  had  been  replaced  by  the  concept 
of  association.  But  in  the  case  of  Algeria,  France  asked  itself  whether 
any  road  but  assimilation  was  possible  unless  it  was  based  on  the  example 
of  South  Africa  and  “legally”  established  the  predominance  of  the 
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settler  minority  for  the  foreseeable  future.  Plans  of  this  kind,  i.e.  attempts 
to  proceed  from  administrative  autonomy  to  political  self-government 
under  white  rule,  occasionally  emerged  among  the  French  Algerians, 
particularly  when  they  wanted  to  emphasize  their  opposition  to  any  reform 
attempts  on  the  part  of  the  mother  country  by  threatening  rebellion. 
But  they  proceeded  no  further  than  defiant  threats  that  did  not  have 
much  substance  for  the  French  Algerian  wanted  to  remain  French, 
and  was  aware  both  of  his  economic  and  political  dependence  on  the 
mother  country  and  of  his  tenuous  position  as  a  minority  group.  As 
a  result,  the  question  of  future  reforms  concentrated  on  the  narrow  field 
between,  on  the  one  hand,  a  defence  of  the  status  quo,  and  on  the 
other,  gradual  assimilation — even  if  the  term  “association”  was  used. 
Implicitly  at  least,  the  concept  of  the  protectorate  implied  eventual 
independence  or  at  least  a  transfer  of  government  power  to  the  natives; 
this  possibility  could  at  least  be  discussed  in  Indochina  and  Black 
Africa.  But  in  the  case  of  the  colonial  settlement  Algeria— which  legally 
was  not  a  colony  at  all  but  a  part  of  France — decolonization  seemed 
possible  only  within  the  French  state,  i.e.  it  implied  inclusion  of  the 
Algerian  Muslim  into  the  French  community,  political  equality  in  the 
administration  and  parliamentary  representation.  Logically  this  would 
sooner  or  later  lead  to  parity  between  the  communities,  if  not  to 
Muslim  preponderance.  From  the  start,  proposals  for  reforms  consisted 
of  open  or  tacit  attempts  at  assimilation;  consequently  they  were  resisted 
by  the  French  Algerians  who  defended  their  minority  rights  and  were 
afraid  of  being  “swamped”.  We  shall  illustrate  this  inherent  problem 
of  assimilation,  which  on  the  whole  was  a  liberal  concept  of  decoloniza¬ 
tion,  in  the  attempts  at  reform  between  the  wars.^ 

Discussion  of  reforms  began  shortly  before  the  First  World  War 
among  representatives  of  the  moderate  Left;  they  were  also  supported 
by  Le  Temps.  Some  of  the  demands  made  were:  equal  taxation  for 
French  and  Algerians,  relaxation  of  the  indigenat,  better  native  representa¬ 
tion  in  the  communal  councils  of  the  plenary  communes,  native  repre¬ 
sentation  in  Paris  either  by  Muslim  members  or  by  the  formation  of 
a  special  council  for  Algerian  and  North  African  affairs.®  Two  questions 
immediately  gave  rise  to  violent  debate,  since  they  contained  the  Algerian 
problem  in  a  nutshell.  Should  naturalization  without  renunciation  of 
personal  status  be  made  possible?  Should  the  natives  take  part  in 
electing  the  mayor?  Now  that  France,  in  the  name  of  reform,  was 
prepared  to  conciliate  the  Algerian  ^lite— or  at  least  certain  groups  de¬ 
termined  by  profession,  training,  income  or  military  service— the  question 
of  naturalization  in  statute  had  to  be  raised.  Otherwise  there  was  little 
hope  of  increasing  the  number  of  “citizens”  and  giving  the  Algerians 
the  equal  rights  they  demanded.  So  integration  and  assimilation  meant 
that  France  had  to  “differentiate”  the  concept  of  “assimilation”,  giving 
up  the  idea  of  complete  assimilation  under  French  law  and  respecting 
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the  racial  and  religious  difference  of  the  Algerian  Muslims.  We  have 
mentioned  the  undeniable  legal  difficulties  in  a  different  context:  was 
it  tenable  that  within  the  one  and  indivisible  Republic  there  should 
be  two  different  categories  of  citizens,  one  with  and  one  without  the 
code  civil?  Was  it  tenable  that  Muslim  deputies  should  also  decide 
in  parliament  on  questions  of  French  civil  rights?  One  had  to  count 
on  a  large  number  of  such  deputies,  for  the  future  at  least.  The  reformers 
in  France  could  not  overlook  this  argument  either,  and  its  retarding 
influence  on  the  reform  policy  is  difficult  to  assess. 

Attempts  at  liberal  conciliation  would  also  mean  an  extension  of 
Algerian  representation  in  the  financial  delegations,  in  the  election  of 
the  mayor  and  in  the  representation  of  Muslim  interests  in  Paris.  These 
were  the  demands  of  the  “Young  Algerians”,  the  first  loose  organization 
of  young  Algerians  trained  in  France,  who  did  not  aim  at  national 
emancipation  but  at  equal  rights,  conceived  in  terms  of  assimilation, 
in  the  French  community.^ 

The  discussion  before  1914  had  shown  the  settlers’  violent  resistance 
to  such  reforms  and  concessions.  Naturalization  seemed  to  them  a 
sluice  which  would  give  the  Muslims  access  to  political  emancipation 
and  power,  and  must  under  no  circumstances  be  allowed.  At  first,  maybe, 
it  would  not  be  too  dangerous,  but  for  the  settlers  it  meant  a  constant 
threat  to  their  economic,  social  and  political  interests.  The  same  applied 
to  the  partieipation  of  non-citizens  in  electing  the  mayor  or  the  Algerian 
deputy  to  the  parliament:  the  one  threatened  the  settlers’  dominance 
in  the  local  sphere,  the  other  the  representation  of  their  interests  in 
metropolitan  France.  Naturally  the  settlers  also  employed  the  legal  argu¬ 
ment  and  made  renuneiation  of  personal  status  a  condition  of  any 
form  of  naturalization— knowing  full  well  that  in  this  case  the  number 
of  candidates  would  remain  small.  In  this  way  they  also  defended  French 
sovereignty,  which  Muslim-Arab  nationalism  was  allegedly  already  under¬ 
mining,  and  played  off  their  own  “national”  attitude  against  the  treason¬ 
able  or  at  least  “unrealistic”— i.e.  that  was  not  relevant  to  the  situation 
in  Algeria— pseudo-reform  poliey  of  certain  groups  and  parties  in  the 
mother  country. 

Resistance  among  the  French  Algerians,  which  the  Algerian  adminis¬ 
tration  joined  to  some  extent,  reached  a  peak  in  the  February  1919 
discussion  on  the  Algerian  law.  As  in  Senegal,  this  law  related  to  the 
conscription  of  Algerian  soldiers  and  labourers,  which  during  the  war  had 
made  reforms  seem  necessary.  In  1912,  in  spite  of  the  resistance  of 
the  French  Algerians,  France  had  introduced  compulsory  military  service, 
conscripted  Algerians— officially  on  a  voluntary  basis,  in  fact  by  force 
—and  in  November  1916  had  to  suppress  a  revolt  in  the  Aures  Mountains. 
In  order  to  better  assess  the  numerical  potential  of  -the  Algerians,  the 
two  presidents  of  the  foreign  poliey  commissions  of  the  Senate  and 
the  Chamber,  Clemenceau  and  Leygues,  sent  a  letter  to  Prime  Minister 
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Briand  on  25  November  1915  which  contained  a  fairly  extensive  re¬ 
form  programme;  the  possibility  of  legal  naturalization,  extension  of 
electoral  bodies  for  the  natives  and  greater  representation  in  the  financial 
delegations,  participation  in  the  election  of  the  mayor,  etc.  Ohneck  has 
clearly  shown  how  at  first  this  letter  gave  rise  to  a  certain  amount  of 
discussion,  but  how  it  was  only  Clemenceau’s  government  (in  Novem¬ 
ber  1917),  to  which  Leygues  also  belonged,  that  took  the  initiative  that 
finally  led  to  the  Algerian  law  of  4  February  1919.  In  the  meantime, 
however,  the  major  reforms  had  been  more  and  more  watered  down 
between  the  government  declaration,  the  department  proposal,  the  govern¬ 
ment  plan  and  the  parliamentary  consultation,  perhaps  because  liberal 
groups  in  the  mother  country  were  also  afraid  of  naturalization,  perhaps 
because  the  government  wanted  to  conciliate  the  French  Algerians  in 
order  to  carry  the  bill  in  parliament.®  The  1919  law  did  in  fact  facilitate 
naturalization,  since  it  gave  certain  “categories”  of  Muslims  access  to 
French  civil  rights,  but  it  demanded,  as  before,  the  renunciation  of 
personal  status.  The  “non-citizens”  were  reserved  a  third  of  the  municipal 
council  seats  in  the  plenary  communes  and  were  granted  an  extended 
franchise  to  the  financial  delegations.  Henceforth  the  native  municipal 
councils  also  took  part  in  electing  the  mayor.  Algerians  were  to  obtain 
access  to  some  offices,  but  not  to  the  “offices  of  authority”,  which  con¬ 
tinued  to  be  reserved  to  full  citizens. 

The  law,  which  Governor-General  Jonnart  also  approved,  was  finally 
accepted  by  a  large  majority— though  few  benches  were  occupied.  Le 
Temps  even  said:  “It  [France]  has  opened  them  [the  Muslims]  the 
gates  of  the  city  and  has  allowed  their  representatives  to  sit  beside  the 
French  citizens,  even  when  their  Muslim  faith  forbids  them  integral 
naturalization.  And  this  is  only  a  first  step.  .  .  .”®  So  the  mouthpiece  of 
the  bourgeois  Gentre  openly  supported  assimilation  as  the  only  possible 
policy  in  Algeria,  but  it  overestimated  both  the  1919  reform  and  the 
extent  to  which  integration  had  already  been  achieved.  In  the  following 
years  France  could  point  to  the  1919  reform  as  proof  of  its  good  intentions 
in  order  to  avoid  making  new  concessions,  but  in  fact  it  was  no  real 
innovation.  The  number  of  naturalizations  remained  low  and  the  settlers 
continued  to  predominate  in  the  plenary  communes,  financial  delega¬ 
tions  and  department  councils;  Muslims  were  not  represented  in  parlia¬ 
ment  and  the  administration  clearly  favoured  the  settlers;  most  of  its 
staff  was  recruited  in  Algeria  itself  and  it  excluded  “undesirable  elements”. 
The  assumption  of  Le  Temps  that  this  was  a  first  step  that  would  be 
followed  by  others  proved  mistaken,  for  no  important  political  reforms 
were  made  until  1939. 

The  1919  law  was  refused  by  the  French  Algerians,  even  in  its 
adulterated  form.  Participation  of  non-citizens  in  the  election  of  the 
mayor  was  still  the  stumbling  block;  moreover  the  settlers  were  afraid 
that  a  strong  demand  for  naturalization  would  threaten  the  “security 
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of  the  colonist”.  The  position  of  the  French  Algerians  and  the  rather 
more  moderate  attitude  of  the  bourgeois  Right  in  metropolitan  France 
is  made  clear  in  an  important  article  in  the  Revue  des  deux  mondesJ 
It  called  the  1919  law  “mistaken  sentimentality”  on  the  part  of  certain 
circles  who  understood  nothing  about  Algeria  or  its  “native  affairs”; 
Pan-Islamism  was  directed,  said  the  article,  by  Moscow  and  Berlin 
and  was  a  threat  to  the  French  presence  in  Algeria.  It  was  ridiculous 
to  accede  to  the  demands  of  the  “Young  Algerians”,  for  it  was  “useless 
to  try  to  assimilate  these  men”.  The  author  contrasted  the  small  group 
of  evolues  with  the  mass  of  people  who,  it  alleged,  did  not  want 
political  rights  but  economic  and  social  improvements.  Accordingly  he 
dismissed  even  the  moderate  reform  of  1919  as  premature  and  dangerous. 
In  any  case,  the  evolues  were  “not  yet  French  at  heart,  and  it  is 
premature  to  consider  them  such  by  law”.  As  proof,  the  author  pointed 
to  the  lack  of  interest  in  naturalization  and  the  demand  for  instruction 
in  Arabic!  The  French  Algerians  “consider  themselves  injured  by  the 
native  policy  of  the  metropolis”  and  had  formed  a  bloc.  The  article 
regretted  the  relaxation  of  the  indigenat,  postulated  restricting  freedom 
of  the  press  and  urged  an  active  policy  of  colonization.  The  dangerous 
trend  of  leasing  or  selling  land  to  Muslims  must  be  stopped,  perhaps 
by  a  special  tax  and  restitution  of  the  land  that  had  not  yet  been 
allotted.®  The  French  Algerians  had  a  legitimate  claim  to  greater 
autonomy,  to  the  “indispensable  liberties”: 

Let  us  give  up  this  ideology  which  does  us  so  much  harm;  it  has  had  a 
certain  influence  on  the  birth  of  the  1919  law,  a  bad  fairy  that  we  have 
brought  to  the  colony’s  bedside;  more  demagogic  than  liberal,  it  risks  sur¬ 
rendering  the  native  population  to  the  avid  tyranny  of  a  few  political 
adventurers  who  were  preparing  us,  if  we  were  not  careful,  for  a  very 
dark  future.  In  native  policy  there  is  a  good  phrase,  spoken  by  General 
Laperrine,  an  old  African;  why  should  we  not  adhere  to  it:  “Do  not 
humiliate  or  exploit  the  native;  conciliate  him  by  letting  him  enter,  as  a 
sincere  collaborator,  into  an  extended  France  in  whose  greatness  he  will 
participate.”® 

These  theses  are  clear:  any  reform  was  going  to  be  considered  “pre¬ 
mature”.  However,  while  the  doctrine  of  assimilation  is  dismissed  as 
unrealistic,  yet  the  author  comes  back  to  it  because  it  was  no  longer 
possible  to  openly  support  permanent  discrimination  against  the  Muslims. 
The  evolue  was  condemned  out  of  fear;  he  was  considered  dangerous 
even  if  he  was  assimilated.  The  French  Algerians  were  not  prepared 
to  accept  gradual  emancipation  and  inclusion  of  the  elite  into  the  French 
community.  They  wanted  to  maintain  the  status  quo.  For  themselves, 
however,  they  demanded  greater  freedom  of  decision,  in  order  to 
protect  themselves  against  interference  by  the  “ideologists”  of  metropoli¬ 
tan  France.  The  settler  as  carrier  of  “sovereignty”  was  to  be  promoted 
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both  economically  and  politically.  Tlie  “good  phrase”  quoted*  referred 
to  collaboration  ;  but  in  fact  it  meant  the  unrestricted  predominance 
of  the  settlers,  at  best  tempered  by  paternalism. 

It  is  not  diEcult  to  understand  the  attitude  of  the  French  Algerians, 
who  were  represented  by  their  own  deputies  in  the  French  parliament 
and  supported  by  the  colonial-conservative  Right.  But  the  opinions  of 
the  Centre  parties  and  of  many  of  the  political  writers  in  the  mother 
country  were  usually  couched  in  such  general  terms  that  it  is  difficult 
to  speak  of  an  actual  concept  or  doctrine.  The  parties  as  a  whole 
showed  little  interest  in  the  Algerian  question  and  left  it  to  “specialists” 
who  were  either  directly  committed  or  were  outsiders  in  their  party. 

The  views  of  Albert  Sarraut  naturally  influenced  these  Centre  groups. 
His  concept  of  association  and  his  assertion  that  there  was  a  community 
of  interests  between  the  mother  country  and  the  colonies  was  an  attempt 
to  go  beyond  the  attitude  of  mere  overlordship  and  to  express  his, 
no  doubt  seriously  meant,  desire  for  reform.  Sarraut  did  not  oppose 
assimilation  only  in  order  to  prevent  emancipation  and  to  describe  the 
grant  of  political  rights  to  the  Muslims  as  “premature”.  On  the  contrary, 
his  opposition  was  meant  to  initiate  reforms  that  would  preserve  tradi¬ 
tional  customs  and  would  respect  them  in  order,  gradually  at  least,  to 
modernize  them  by  contact  with  the  colonial  power.  Sarraut  did  not 
discuss  the  Algerian  question  directly,  but  one  might  perhaps  interpret 
his  views  as  follows:  The  Algerians  were  to  gain  easier  access  to  the 
administration  and  even  to  take  over  “offices  of  authority” — though  only 
in  an  indefinite  future.  Sarraut  wanted  to  improve  the  educational  system 
but  not  to  overthrow  it;  naturalization  should  be  facilitated,  but  not 
en  masse  and  only  after  cultural  assimilation  had  occurred— certainly 
the  natives  could  not  retain  their  personal  status. 

Sarraut’s  idea  of  assimilation  aimed  at  a  permanent  integration  of 
Algeria  within  Greater  France.  The  same  idea  recurs  in  a  book  by 
Paul  Hutin^®  published  in  1933,  which  explicitly  referred  to  Sarraut, 
and  also  to  Vignon,  Hardy  and  Pierre  Mille.^^  Hutin  thought  the  time 
had  passed  “when  our  duty  consisted  simply  in  leading”  and  that  one 
must  aim  at  an  effective  community  of  interests  by,  among  other  things, 
promoting  mixed  marriages.  “Algeria  is  a  land  where  our  race  must 
grow  strong  roots  .  .  .  with  the  firm  desire  to  assure  them  [the  Al¬ 
gerians]  their  place,  all  the  place  they  deserve,  that  is  to  say,  to  welcome 
our  Muslim  subjects  into  the  French  family. The  missions  were  to 
serve  as  instruments  of  “moral  assimilation”.  Hutin  was  in  favour  of 
granting  political  rights  and  facilitating  naturalization.  This  sounds  liberal 
and  in  effect  went  beyond  current  conservative  views, but  Hutin 
ignored  crucial  problems.  Although  he  was  a  lawyer  and  his  book  was 
entitled  Association  des  Indigenes  et  des  Frangais  en  Algerie,  he  did 
not  say  whether  he  supported  naturalization  in  statute  or  whether  he 
approved  equal  rights  for  the  two  racial  communities!  In  any  case  neither 
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Sarraut  nor  Hutin  reveal  any  tendency  to  conciliate  the  small  class  of 
evolues  by  making  concessions  with  a  view  to  integration,  or  to  “neutralize” 
them  politically  and  tie  them  to  France.  Perhaps  they  thought  there  was 
no  hurry,  or  they  were  afraid  of  the  consequences  of  their  own  theses, 
or  they  feared  the  reactions  of  the  French  Algerians.  .  .  .  The  Radical 
Socialists,  for  their  part,  also  wanted  to  appear  pro-reform.  But  what 
little  the  party  evolved  in  the  way  of  a  coherent  programme  was  restricted 
to  representation  of  non-citizens  in  parliament.  This  should  be  done 
by  a  special  electoral  body  which  would  give  the  French  Algerians,  who 
were  well  represented  in  the  party,  little  room  for  attack  and  at  the 
same  time  would  conciliate  the  “Federation  des  elus  indigenes”,  the 
new  moderate  national  organization  of  Algerian  non-citizens  led  by 
Dr.  Bendjelloul.^^ 

We  have  already  described  the  ambivalence  in  the  Socialist  party. 
Leon  Blum  and  his  followers  in  the  party  still  believed  in  future  self- 
government  in  1927  and  opposed  native  representation  in  parliament 
{cf.  pp.  312-13).  This  was  a  logical  attitude  in  terms  of  anti-assimilation, 
but  paradoxically  it  coincided  with  the  settlers’  views  and  was  in  con¬ 
tradiction  with  those  of  Blaise  Diagne.  By  contrast,  the  Algerian  special¬ 
ist  Marius  Moutet  and  the  Algerian  party  section  supported  gradual 
assimiliation  because  they  thought  it  would  make  it  possible  to  combine 
sharp  criticism  of  the  colonists,  the  government,  the  indigenat  and  other 
exceptional  regulations,  with  France’s  continued  presence  in  Algeria. 
Franchise  should  be  granted  to  an  increasingly  wider  elite,  thought 
Moutet,  and  he  began  rather  modestly  by  considering  a  double  electoral 
college.^®  It  was  not  until  1936  that  the  party  went  as  far  as  demanding 
full  integration  with  naturalization  in  statue  and  a  single  college. 

It  is  characteristic  considering  the  internal  insecurity  of  the  Socialist 
party  and  the  lack  of  interest  in  Algeria  within  it  that  the  Left’s  Algeria 
programme,  which  was  later  applied  by  the  Popular  Front  government, 
was  formulated  not  by  the  SFIO  as  a  whole  nor  by  any  member  of 
the  party  but  by  Maurice  Viollette,  a  deputy  of  the  small  Parti  Republi- 
cain-socialiste,  which  was  closer  to  the  left-wing  bourgeois  camp  of  Radi¬ 
cal  Socialism.^®  Viollette  was  the  deputy  of  Eure-et-Loire  from  1902 
to  1928,  senator  until  1940  and  deputy  again  from  1945  to  1955.  He 
had  already  taken  part  in  the  discussion  during  the  First  World  War 
when  he  proposed  assimilation;  in  1925  after  the  victory  of  the  Cartel 
des  Gauches,  he  became  governor-general  of  Algeria.  He  actively  com¬ 
batted  Communist  agitation  and  at  the  same  time  won  the  trust  of 
Algerian  Muslims.  Viollette’s  attempts  at  social  reform  came  to  an  end, 
however,  when  the  settlers  forced  him  to  resign  on  9  November  1927. 

In  1928,  in  the  name  of  the  coming  centenary  celebrations,  he  made 
notable  proposals  for  reform,  suggesting  that  the  mother  country  should 
allow  Algeria  a  special  credit  for  education,  irrigation  works  and  trade- 
unions,  introduce  social  security,  abolish  the  indigenat,  equate  the  natives 
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with  the  citizens  in  military  service  and  have  four  deputies  nominated  to 
parliament  in  a  special  electoral  body  (one  deputy  per  department  and 
one  Kabyle).  The  president  of  the  plenary  assembly  of  the  financial 
delegations  should  be  elected,  instead  of  simply  coinciding  with  the 
office  of  chairman  of  the  settlers’  delegation. 

In  1931  Viollette  published  VAlgdrie  vivra-t-elle,  a  book  which  criti¬ 
cally  illustrated  the  Algerian  situation.  Viollette  claimed  that  the  expro¬ 
priation  of  the  Muslims’  land  and  property  was  continuing  and  their 
living  conditions  were  so  deplorable  that  not  even  compensation  could 
do  much  good.  The  colonists  complained  about  an  inadequate  labour 
force  but  they  paid  very  low  wages  and  sabotaged  even  modest  attempts 
at  social  legislation.  Medical  care  and  education  were  quite  inadequate, 
although  in  1930  the  French  Algerians  had  refused  a  credit  from  the 
mother  country  on  the  rather  dubious  grounds  that  it  would  be  a  threat 
to  Algerian  autonomy.  The  metropolis  exerted  control  in  theory  only, 
since  the  financial  delegations,  led  by  the  colonists,  were  developing 
into  a  parliament  and  were  trying  to  create  a  kind  of  “dominion” 
that  would  sanction  minority  rule.  Viollette  criticized  the  colonists’  con¬ 
temptuous  attitude  towards  the  evolves  and  warned:  “If  France  commits 
the  impardonable  crime  of  not  understanding  and  not  listening  to  them 
[the  evolves],  they  will  be  reduced  to  an  exasperated  nationalism  as  in 
Indochina  The  administration,  he  said,  was  preventing  the  grant 
of  civil  rights  and  even  those  who  were  naturalized  were  not  fully 
accepted.  Any  questions  of  franchise  were  dismissed  by  the  settlers. 

On  the  other  hand,  Viollette  argued  strongly  for  French  coloniza¬ 
tion:  he  meant,  however,  only  for  small  land-holders,  because  they  were 
more  hard-working,  required  less  capital  to  establish  themselves  and, 
above  all,  because  “our  irrefragable  establishment”  could  occur  only 
through  the  medium  of  “the  French  house”,  and  close  contact  with  the 
natives  would  lead  to  “a  renewal  of  the  native  mentality”.  This  thesis 
sounds  curious  today,  but  it  was  not  inconsistent  with  a  concept  of 
assimilation. 

On  3  July  1931,  Viollette  proposed  reforming  the  Senate.  He  reiterated 
the  demands  of  1928  and  proposed  a  new  system  of  franchise  and 
representation,  in  order  to  give  equal  rights  to  Frenchmen  and  natives. 
Qualified  groups  of  Muslims  should  be  naturalized  and  retain  their 
personal  status,  and  they  should  vote  in  parliament  on  an  equal  basis 
with  the  full  citizens.  A  new  fourth  section  should  be  set  up  in  the 
financial  delegations  embracing  certain  professions  (doctors,  lawyers,  etc.). 
It  should  not  be  formed  on  a  racial  basis  but  according  to  the  census, 
thereby  helping  to  reduce  the  friction  between  Muslims  and  Europeans. 
This  liberal  proposal— which  did  not  imply  universal  franchise,  however 
—was  fairly  conciliatory  to  the  French  Algerians  and  in  no  way  threatened 
their  predominance:  it  also  ensured  that  the  ^lite  would  have  equal 
rights  and  an  effective  say  in  political  decision-making.  Moreover  it 
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checked  discrimination  and  promised  “reconciliation”  with  a  view  to 
progressive  assimilation/®  all  the  more  so  as  the  former  governor-general 
demanded  naturalization  in  statute. 

Naturally  the  French  Algerians  flatly  rejected  this  project  and  did 
not  stop  short  of  hurling  personal  invective  at  Viollette.  Once  again 
they  interpreted  the  concept  of  assimilation  according  to  their  own  ideas 
and  asserted  that  naturalization  in  statute  was  in  contradiction  to  the 
sacrosanct  principle  of  “equality  before  the  law”.^®  More  important  in 
our  context,  and  eharacteristic  of  the  French  Algerian  policy  of  those 
years,  is  that  the  proposals  were  not  discussed  in  the  Senate,  nor  did 
they  arouse  interest  among  political  writers  or  in  the  political  parties. 
The  mother  country  still  lay  under  the  spell  of  the  “centenary”  which 
had  propagated  the  idea  of  Algerie  frangaise  in  speeches,  demonstrations 
and  widespread  publicity  so  that  any  public  criticism  was  pushed  into 
the  background.  People  spoke  of  a  pacified,  “quiet”  Algeria  in  which 
a  spirit  of  co-operation  and  mutual  understanding  between  Muslims 
and  Europeans  would  reign;  at  the  same  time,  as  a  useful  contrast,  they 
stressed  the  Pan-Islamic  sentiments  and  Communist  infiltration  which 
were  infecting  the  evolues  and  threatening  the  “quiet  development”  of 
the  country. 

In  effect  there  was  considerable  tension.  Both  the  Federation  des  el  us 
and  the  Association  of  Ulemas  founded  in  1931,  and  even  Ferhat 
Abbas  had  welcomed  Viollette’s  proposals,  either  because  they  themselves 
were  in  favour  of  assimilation  or  because  the  project  seemed  acceptable 
as  a  temporary  reform  measure.  Yet  the  supporters  of  national  emancipa¬ 
tion  were  increasing  in  number.  The  Etoile  nord-africaine  of  Messali 
Hadj,  which  at  times  came  close  to  the  Communists’  position,  organized 
the  Algerian  workers  in  the  mother  country  and  soon  demanded  inde- 
pendenee,  supported  Islam  and  the  idea  of  “Algerie  noire  patrie’\  as 
did  the  Ulemas.  The  years  1933-1934  brought  the  first  street  demon¬ 
strations  and  strikes  and  the  provocative  anti-Jewish  riots  in  Constantine, 
which  led  to  repressive  measures  both  by  the  Freneh  Algerians  and  by 
the  government,  now  entrenched  in  their  respective  positions.  At  the 
same  time  the  French  Algerians  and  the  mother  country  were  involved 
in  a  violent  economie  dispute.  The  wine  growers  of  Algeria  and  those 
of  the  mother  country  were  in  competition  and  the  wine  growers  of 
Southern  Franee  demanded  that  the  large  landowners  of  Algeria  restrict 
their  cultures,  while  the  colonists  called  upon  their  supposedly  equal 
rights  and  threatened  autonomy  or  even  secession. 

Viollette  did  not  resume  his  efforts  to  institute  a  liberal  reform  policy 
until  March  1935.  In  the  Senate  he  called  on  the  minister  of  the  interior, 
Regnier,  to  tell  him  how  the  government  intended  to  keep  the  promises 
it  had  made  to  the  Algerian  Muslims  on  the  occasion  of  the  centenary. 
He  also  drew  a  dark  picture  of  the  economic  situation:  famine  in 
places,  usury  and  lack  of  agrarian  credits,  failure  to  enforce  soeial  legisla- 
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tion,  inadequate  medical  assistance.  Again  he  warned  the  Senate  that 
the  administration  and  the  financial  delegations  were  aiming  at 
autonomy  and  he  criticized  the  administration’s  interventions  in  the 
elections,  its  awkward  action  against  the  Ulemas,  etc.  At  present,  naturali¬ 
zation  in  statute  of  qualified  Muslims  applied  to  only  a  few  hundred 
voters:  yet  this  was  evidence  that  France  was  granting  equal  rights. 
If  France  wanted  to  be  and  to  remain  a  Muslim  power — which  in 
fact  it  had  always  claimed  to  be,  partly  in  order  to  attack  Great  Britain 
—then  it  must  accept  citizens  with  personal  status.  Viollette  formulated 
the  attitude  of  the  French  Algerians  and  the  dilemma  of  the  mother 
country  in  striking  terms: 

.  .  .  when  they  [the  natives]  protest  against  the  abuses  they  find,  you  are 
indignant;  when  they  applaud,  you  are  suspicious,  and  when  they  are 
silent,  you  are  afraid.  ...  We  cannot  abandon  our  six  million  Muslims, 
ten  million  soon;  w'e  must  attach  them  to  ourselves,  we  must  show  them 
that  the  French  fatherland  is  their  fatherland,  belonging  to  them  as  it  does 
to  us.  These  men  say  to  us,  “We  do  not  have  a  fatherland,  we  want  the 
French  fatherland.  We  want  it,  we  request  it  of  you.”^® 

In  the  debate  in  the  Senate  the  Algerian  senators  put  forward 
the  usual  arguments:  much  was  being  done  for  the  native  Algerians, 
the  masses  were  not  yet  interested  in  political  rights,  the  evolues  on  the 
other  hand  were  by  no  means  pro-French:  “we  must  burst  this  abscess 
of  propaganda  for  citizenship  with  personal  status.  We  must  empty  it 
from  the  root.  .  .  Even  the  minister  of  the  interior,  Regnier,  gave 
considerable  support  to  the  French  Algerians,  evaded  the  issue  of  economic 
aid  and  declared  that  France  had  already  done  its  utmost  with  the 
1919  reforms: 

You  must  not  ask  us  to  go  further,  because  it  is  impossible  ...  I  found 
Algeria  very  beautiful,  very  healthy,  very  strong,  slightly  restless  on  the 
surface,  naturally.  .  .  .  Because  of  this,  authority  must  be  respected  ...  if 
necessary  [France]  will  use  force.^^ 

The  “Decret  Regnier”  followed  some  days  later.  It  stated  that  anyone 
who  incited  the  natives  to  demonstration  or  resistance  against  French 
sovereignty  would  be  subject  to  stern  punishment.  Viollette  gained  scant 
support  in  the  Senate,  even  from  the  Socialists,  and  had  to  withdraw 
his  agenda.  A  few  well-meaning  articles  appeared  in  bourgeois  papers,^® 
but  Le  Temps  refused  to  support  him  and  even  the  radical  Revue 
politique  et  parlemantaire  took  the  position  of  the  settlers.^^ 

With  the  victory  of  the  Popular  Front,  there  seemed  a  chance  for 
reform.  We  mentioned  earlier  the  Socialist  party  congress  in  May-June 
1936  and  their  programme.  It  went  even  further  than  Viollette  and  not 
only  demanded  naturalization  in  statute  and  a  single  electoral  college 
for  parliamentary  elections,  but  even  wanted  to  abolish  the  governor- 
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general  and  the  financial  delegations;  i.e.  it  demanded  complete  inte¬ 
gration.  The  Popular  Front  parties  achieved  an  astonishing  success 
in  Algeria  and  won  three  of  the  ten  deputies’  seats.  L^on  Blum  appointed 
Viollette  minister  of  state  in  his  government,  thereby  demonstrating  his 
desire  for  serious  reforms.  Spokesmen  for  the  Algerians  also  indulged 
great  hopes;  in  June  1936  they  assembled  for  a  Muslim  congress  and 
decided  on  a  Charte  revendicative,  demanding  the  abolition  of  all  laws 
and  economic  and  social  measures  of  “exception”  and  asking  for  “pure 
and  simple  attachment  to  France”,  the  removal  of  the  financial  delega¬ 
tions,  a  common  electoral  body  and  civil  rights  in  statute.  This  meant 
that  the  national  groups  had  adopted  the  demands  of  the  Socialist  party 
programme— although  the  demand  for  universal  franchise  went  beyond 
the  party  programme— and  showed  that  they  were  in  favour  of  assimila¬ 
tion  and  integration,  evidently  because  at  the  time  it  seemed  the  only 
way  of  taking  the  new  government  at  its  word  and  carrying  the  cause 
of  emancipation  and  equal  rights  a  step  forward.  Internal  differences 
of  opinion  remained,  however;  apart  from  the  Plus,  who  were  prepared 
to  accept  integration  (Ferhat  Abbas  still  openly  denied  the  existence 
of  an  Algerian  nation  in  1936^®),  the  demand  for  an  Algerian  state  clearly 
was  winning  increasing  support. 

The  new  course  became  obvious  at  once.  A  delegation  from  the 
Muslim  congress  travelled  to  Paris  and  talked  with  Blum,  Viollette 
and  Jules  Moch.  Minor  reforms  were  made:  freedom  to  travel  for 
Algerians,  amnesty,  transfer  to  Algeria  of  the  new  French  social  legisla¬ 
tion  (forty-hour  week,  paid  holidays,  etc.  for  the  urban  workers),  elec¬ 
tion  by  the  plenary  assembly  of  the  chairman  of  the  financial  delegations, 
demand  to  the  administration  to  generously  grant  applications  for  civil 
rights,  Muslim  access  to  all  civil  and  military  offices,  including  the  offices 
of  authority.  The  success  or  failure  of  these  measures  was  necessarily 
a  question  of  politics.  In  October  the  government  announced  that  it 
would  very  soon  introduce  a  law  “extending  the  right  to  vote  to  certain 
categories  of  Algerian  natives”,  and  on  30  December,  the  famous  Blum- 
Viollette  motion  was  put  forward.^®  Certain  categories  of  the  Muslim 
population  were  to  obtain  French  civil  rights  and  retain  their  personal 
status.  This  meant,  essentially,  that  a  French  elite  and  a  Muslim  middle 
class,  rather  than  the  Algerian  masses,  were  to  be  accepted  into  the  circle 
of  French  Algerians  and  to  take  part  in  parliamentary  elections  in  a 
common  electoral  body.  For  “one  can  no  longer  treat  as  subjects,  with¬ 
out  essential  political  rights,  the  French  natives  who  have  fully  assimi¬ 
lated  French  thought  but  who,  because  of  family  reasons  or  religious 
motives,  cannot  abandon  their  personal  status”.  Other  issues  such  as 
the  reform  of  the  financial  delegations  and  communal  authorities,  the 
position  of  the  governor-general,  and  full  integration  in  the  sense  of 
rattachement,  which  were  postulated  by  the  Socialist  party,  were  left 
out  for  the  time  being. 
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The  Blum-Viollette  bill  adopted  the  most  important  of  Viollette’s 
proposals  in  1931  ^nd  1935  implemented  them  as  government  re¬ 
forms.  Paris  reckoned  on  some  twenty  thousand  Muslim  voters  who, 
since  they  would  continue  to  be  a  minority  group  among  the  full  citizens, 
would  scarcely  constitute  a  threat  to  the  settlers’  predominance  at  the 
present  time.  So  at  first  the  proposal  was  more  a  question  of  principle 
—emancipation  of  the  Muslim  Algerians  by  the  grant  of  civil  rights 
in  a  statute.  Nevertheless,  naturalization  of  this  kind,  and  only  of  this 
kind,^''^  would  in  due  course  increase  the  number  of  Muslim  citizens 
and  electors  and  was  therefore  a  potential  threat  to  the  position  of  the 
French  settlers.  Moreover,  it  was  conceivable  that  electoral  coalitions  be¬ 
tween  the  French  left-wing  parties  and  Muslim  voters  would  come  into 
being  in  the  near  future,  and  create  an  entirely  new  constellation  of 
power.  Eventually  this  coalition  might  even  break  down  the  division 
according  to  racial  communities,  so  that  full  integration  and  political 
assimilation,  together  with  respect  for  Muslim  civilization  in  the  private 
sphere  might  become  a  reality. 

The  French  Algerians  immediately  began  to  resist  the  Blum-Viollete 
bill  with  all  their  might.  Just  after  the  elections,  a  Rassemblement  Na¬ 
tional  had  formed;  it  was  an  anti-Popular  Front  committee,  led  by  the 
mayor  of  Oran,  Abbe  Lambert,  which  took  up  radical  positions.  It  raised 
protests  in  the  financial  delegations,  in  the  Algerian  press,  in  parliament 
and  in  the  colonialist  organs  of  the  mother  country,  so  that  this  issue 
became  a  kind  of  test  of  power  after  the  almost  unanimous  decisions  of 
the  congress  of  mayors  in  January  1937  and  the  “mayors’  strike”  in  March 
1938,  which  was  designed  to  prevent  a  parliamentary  resolution.  Very 
few  new  arguments  emerged.  The  projected  law,  it  was  said,  contradieted 
French  law,  was  a  threat  to  French  colonizing  work  in  Algeria  and  sur¬ 
rendered  the  European  minority  into  the  hands  of  the  Muslim  masses;  the 
natives  would  very  soon  dominate  the  communes.  The  Popular  Front 
project,  they  said,  had  been  inspired  by  the  Communists  and  was  “anti- 
French”;  it  was  a  plot  against  the  settlers.  The  political  radicalization  of  the 
French  Algerians  was  reflected  in  their  relatively  strong  membership  in  the 
Parti  socialiste  frangais  and  the  Parti  populaire  frangais  with  their  fascist 
and  anti-semitic  tendencies.^® 

The  agitation  was  successful,  for  neither  Leon  Blum’s  government  nor 
its  successor  was  able  to  carry  the  reform  bill  through  parliament.  In 
effect  the  bill  first  went  to  the  franchise  department  of  the  Chamber,  which 
—finally— agreed  to  a  first  section  on  4  March  1938,  but  it  got  stuck  in 
the  parliamentary  machine  and  never  really  reached  debate.  The  Radical 
Socialists  were  chiefly  to  blame  for  this  failure,  for  the  bill  could  not  be 
carried  in  parliament  without  their  support.  Opposition  was  not  unani¬ 
mous,  but  the  party  on  the  whole  tended  to  oppose  it.  Although  the  under¬ 
secretary  of  state  in  the  ministry  of  the  interior,  Auband,  who  was  in 
charge  of  Algerian  affairs,  supported  the  law  and  Albert  Sarraut  also  ex- 
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ercised  his  considerable  influence,  there  was  no  great  conviction  in  the 
support.  For  instance,  Sarraut  also  referred  to  the  concept  of  an  “Al¬ 
gerian  State”  which,  he  said,  would  extend  Muslim  rights  and  representa¬ 
tion  within  an  autonomous  state;  this  concept  was  in  contradiction  to  the 
Blum-Viollette  bill.^®  The  Radical  Socialists  in  Algeria,  and  above 
all.  Senator  Cuttoli,  dissociated  themselves  from  the  ideas  of  the  radical 
Right,  yet  they  defended  the  settlers'  position  in  this  decisive  issue.  Deputy 
Guastavino  skilfully  pointed  out  to  the  franchise  commission  that  the 
parliamentary  representation  of  Algeria  would  go  to  the  Socialists.®®  The 
party  had  been  driven  to  the  right  in  its  overall  political  position;  it  re¬ 
mained  “national”  in  its  Jacobine  tradition  and  turned  towards  the  me¬ 
tropolis.  In  1946,  no  less  than  Edouard  Herriot  warned  of  the  consequenees 
of  full  integration  of  the  colonies.  France,  he  declared,  did  not  want  to 
become  a  colony  of  its  own  colonies!  The  nationalists  in  Algeria  launched 
protest  aetions  and  the  Freneh  Algerians  called  on  the  defenee  of  French 
sovereignty  and  the  presence  of  Franee  in  Algeria.  So  the  programmatically 
progressive  but  in  fact  very  moderate  Radical  Socialists  were  only  too  will¬ 
ing  to  abandon  the  Blum-Viollette  bill,  and  even  to  take  repressive  action 
against  the  nationalists. 

Prime  Minister  Leon  Blum  did  not  want  to  jeopardize  the  coalition 
and  did  not  urge  a  parliamentary  decision,  since  he  was  hard  pressed  in 
both  foreign  and  internal  policy.  The  party  paper  Le  Populaire,  however, 
openly  supported  the  bill  and  on  ly  January  described  it  as  the  “great 
reform”.  It  was  high  time,  it  said,  that  France  tried  to  achieve  a  lasting 
reconeiliation”  of  the  Muslim  people  by  a  poliey  of  “total  and  progres¬ 
sive  assimilation”:  “We  must  decide  whether  or  not  we  want  to  keep  a 
French  Algeria.  Freneh  Algeria  will  not  remain  French  unless  France 
manages  to  retain  the  allegiance  of  the  Muslim  populations.”®^  During 
the  party  congress  in  July  1937  the  government  was  urged  to  take  action 
both  by  the  Algerian  delegates  and  by  the  reporter  on  colonial  affairs, 
Maurice  Paz.  Not  even  the  Regnier  deeree  or  the  Chautemps  circular 
had  been  annulled,  they  said,  and  the  Algerian  administration  must  be 
eleaned  up.  Again  full  integration  was  demanded.  The  government,  how¬ 
ever,  refused  to  reply  to  these  reproaehes  from  the  “militants”.  It  is  not 
surprising  that  the  other  bourgeois  parties  and  their  papers  such  as  Le 
Temps  or  the  Revue  des  deux  mondes  did  not  support  the  reforms  either. 

In  1939  the  Freneh  colonial  system  was  still  the  same  as  it  was  in  1919, 
although  there  had  been  great  changes  in  the  economic  and  social  fields 
and  although  the  Algerian  Muslim  emaneipation  movement  had  made  it¬ 
self  felt  in  a  number  of  organizations.  Reforms  were  urgently  necessary. 
The  efforts  during  the  First  World  War  had  at  least  led  to  the  law  of  1919; 
but  attempts  to  reform  between  the  wars  were  defeated  by  the  resistance 
of  the  French  Algerians  and  bourgeois  right-wing  circles  in  metropolitan 
France.  Their  victory  had  been  all  the  easier  because  the  general  publie  in 
the  mother  country  paid  little  attention  to  Algeria  and  even  the  left-wing 
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parties’  reform  policy  lacked  conviction.  Although  France  took  pride  in 
its  presence  in  North  Africa,  it  took  that  presence  for  granted  and  willingly 
overlooked  the  gathering  crisis.  In  the  late  1930s  there  were  a  few  critical 
articles  in  the  press  warning  against  the  danger  of  neglecting  the  economic, 
social  and  political  problems  in  Algeria,  but  they  did  not  crystallize  into 
a  general  desire  for  reform,  nor  did  they  take  effect  in  parliament.  In  1936, 
after  long  delays  and  confusion,  the  Socialist  party  finally  committed  itself 
and  proposed  a  coherent  programme  of  assimilation,  but  it  was  not  able 
to  put  it  into  practice. 

In  general  there  was  hesitation  to  openly  support  assimilation  or  to  ac¬ 
cept  its  implications.  People  preferred  to  speak  of  association,  although  in 
the  special  case  of  Algeria  it  was  not  a  useful  concept  and  could  easily 
deteriorate  into  a  mere  defence  of  the  status  quo.  The  terms  remained 
ambiguous.  We  have  shown  earlier  how  the  French  Algerians  manipulated 
assimilation,  claiming  it  when  they  wanted  to  defend  their  own  rights  or 
to  oppose  naturalization  in  statute  and  rejecting  it  when  they  wanted  to 
show  that  the  Muslims  could  not  be  assimilated  or  to  underline  that 
Algeria  was  a  special  case.  Many  of  the  reformers  came  into  similar  dif¬ 
ficulties,  when  they  demanded  a  liberal  attitude  towards  the  native  civiliza¬ 
tion  in  Algeria  and  at  the  same  time  said  that  they  could  see  no  possibility 
of  reform  except  along  the  lines  of  eventual  integration.  Naturalization 
in  statute  was  meant  to  be  a  solution  to  this  dilemma,  but  in  fact  it  posed 
legal  difficulties  and  offered  its  opponents  a  strong  argument. 

The  notion  of  “autonomy”  also  caused  difficulties.  The  institutional 
structure  of  the  country  was  a  good  basis  for  such  a  policy  and  autonomy 
complied  with  a  practical  need,  since  it  was  difficult  to  administer  Algeria 
from  Paris.  At  times  the  French  Algerians  used  the  demand  for  autonomy 
as  a  means  of  obtaining  a  free  hand  from  Paris,  threatening  secession  if  it 
was  not  given.  At  the  same  time,  Algerian  autonomy  seemed  to  comply 
with  a  concept  of  association  that  abandoned  the  notion  of  full  franchise, 
rattachement,  and  a  single  electoral  college  and  offered  to  conciliate  the 
Muslims’  desire  for  emanicipation  by  increasing  their  voice  in  local  affairs. 
Yet  autonomy  remained  a  theory;  a  pro-reform  policy  of  autonomy  could 
not  have  solved  the  problem  of  the  European  minority  and  moreover  it 
was  hardly  possible  to  make  any  practical  proposals  how  decolonization 
should  proceed  from  this  basis.  What  remained  was  vague  hints  and  at  best 
a  kind  of  compromise  which  consisted  of  continuing  to  treat  Algeria  as 
an  integral  part  of  the  national  territory,  tolerating  Algerian  representation 
in  parliament  and  granting  no  more  than  extensive  administrative  de¬ 
centralization.  France  tried  to  take  this  road  in  1947  with  the  Organic 
Statute  for  Algeria — but  the  inherent  problems  of  this  colonial  settlement 
remained  unsolved. 

In  effect  France  now  had  no  choice  in  Algeria  but  to  follow  the  path 
of  integration  and  assimilation.  This  had  become  evident  between  the 
wars  when  reform  proposals  were  based  on  the  concept  of  assimilation. 
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and  even  those  who  opposed  assimilation  were  forced  to  agree  that 
Algeria  was  a  special  case.  Of  course,  it  is  impossible  to  say  whether  it 
would  have  been  possible  on  this  basis  to  satisfy  the  Muslim  Algerians, 
not  only  momentarily  but  for  the  future  too,  as  had  happened  in  the 
yieilles  colonies.  It  is  worth  noting  that  until  well  into  the  Second 
World  War  there  was  a  pro-integration  feeling  among  educated  Algerians; 
if  the  Blum-Viollette  proposals  had  been  accepted  it  might  have  been 
possible  to  “neutralize”  national  demands  and  perhaps  to  reduce  the  desire 
for  emancipation  to  a  minority  movement.  Admittedly,  reforms  in  nat¬ 
uralization  and  the  franchise  without  supplementary  reforms  in  Algeria 
itself  and  without  a  change  of  attitude  among  the  settlers  would  have 
been  insufficient.  But  the  settlers  would  have  continued  resisting  even  if 
the  bill  had  been  passed.  It  is  equally  certain  that  the  failure  of  the 
Popular  Front  government  was  a  great  disappointment  to  the  Algerian 
61ite;  it  drove  those  who  were  in  favour  of  integration  into  the  nationalist 
camp  and  opened  the  way  for  the  demand  for  an  “Algerian  Republic” 
during  the  Second  War. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  although  France  was  evidently  unable  to 
do  other  than  to  postulate  the  reforms  that  seemed  necessary  vdthin  a 
concept  of  integration  and  assimilation,  it  was  not  in  fact  prepared  to 
do  even  this.  A  consistent  policy  of  integration  would  have  meant  not 
delaying  naturalization  but  granting  it  generously,  perhaps  even  making  it 
compulsory,  as  Ferhat  Abbas  demanded  at  times.  Moreover,  it  would  have 
meant  a  gradual  extension  of  the  franchise  and  a  ready  inclusion  of 
Algerians  into  the  administration,  the  army  and  perhaps  even  the  govern¬ 
ment,  as  had  happened  in  the  case  of  Diagne  and  was  to  become  practice 
after  1945.  In  the  final  analysis,  France  would  have  had  to  decide  to  give 
Algeria  parliamentary  representation  corresponding  to  its  population  and 
to  expect  a  large  number  of  Muslim  deputies.  This  view  of  the  future 
was  not  yet  possible  between  the  wars,  quite  apart  from  the  resistance 
of  the  French  Algerians;  curiously  enough— or  characteristically— it  was 
not  even  discussed  much. 

Finally  we  would  like  to  make  an  apparently  obvious  comparison. 
France’s  Algeria  policy,  based  on  the  concept  of  assimilation,  cannot 
simply  be  contrasted  to  the  British  colonial  policy  that  aimed  at  self- 
government.  Comparisons  must  refer  to  similar  situations  and  only  in 
the  case  of  Kenya  can  a  meaningful  comparison  be  made  between  the 
French  policy  and  the  British.  In  Algeria,  as  in  Kenya,  there  was  a  small 
minority  of  settlers  who  had  confiscated  or  otherwise  appropriated  a  part 
of  the  land  following  the  conquest  of  the  country  in  the  nineteenth  cen¬ 
tury.  They  had  opened  up  the  country  economically  with  the  help  of 
native  labour,  considered  themselves  natives  of  the  country  and  were 
therefore  resolved  to  defend  at  all  costs  their  minority  rule  against  the 
emergent  emancipation  movements.  Any  concession  to  the  natives  ob¬ 
viously  seemed  a  threat  to  their  own  existence,  since  it  risked  leading  to 
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further  concessions  and  to  “swamping”  the  minority.  Tlie  demand  for  a 
majority  in  the  financial  delegations,  for  franchise  restricted  to  French  citi¬ 
zens  and  correspondingly  restricted  representation  in  the  metropolitan 
parliament  corresponded  to  the  fight  for  representative  and  responsible 
government  in  Kenya.  In  both  cases  it  was  the  logical  consequence  of  the 
basic  concepts  and  traditions.  Both  in  Algeria  and  in  Kenya  the  settlers 
had  to  refuse  native  franchise  and  representation  on  principle,  whether  in 
the  parliament  of  the  mother  country  or  in  the  legislative  council  of  the 
colony.  They  did  so  in  order  to  avoid  creating  a  precedent  or  opening  a 
road  that  would  one  day  lead  to  full  equal  rights  for  the  two  com¬ 
munities  under  the  motto  of  “one  man  one  vote”. 

It  would  be  easy  to  show  how  similar  were  the  attitudes  and  arguments 
in  the  two  cases.  In  both,  resistance  between  the  wars  was  at  first  directed 
less  against  the  still  weak  national  movements  than  against  reform  tend¬ 
encies  and  certain  groups  of  reformers  in  the  mother  country.  At  the 
same  time,  for  reasons  of  expediency,  the  settlers  expected  economic  aid 
from  the  metropolis  and  at  the  same  time  demanded  autonomy  in  order 
to  defend  themselves  against  intervention  “from  outside”  and  to  ensure 
that  they  had  sole  control  over  questions  regarding  the  natives.  Since 
they  were  aware  of  their  economic  and  political  weakness,  they  could  do 
little  more  than  threaten  secession.  Yet,  by  their  resistance,  they  did  suc¬ 
ceed  in  making  the  mother  country  abandon  any  idea  of  granting  conces¬ 
sions  to  the  non-European  inhabitants;  in  spite  of  all  criticism  and  declara¬ 
tions  to  the  contrary,  the  mother  country  did  not  seek  to  impair  the 
settlers’  domination.  But  neither  in  Kenya  nor  in  Algeria  did  the  me¬ 
tropolis  surrender  its  final  authority;  it  could,  therefore,  reserve  itself  con¬ 
trol  in  the  future— in  i960,  over  the  heads  of  the  settlers,  France  granted 
the  Algerian  Muslims,  i.e.  the  Africans,  independence.  Between  the  wars 
Britain  was  just  as  unable  to  carry  out  the  policy  of  “development  to  self- 
government”  in  Kenya  as  France  was  with  its  policy  of  consistent  assimila¬ 
tion  in  Algeria.  Both  political  concepts  were  meant  to  be  liberal  and 
aimed  at  a  form  of  decolonization,  but  in  the  special  cases  of  colonial 
settlements  they  would  have  led  to  “coloured  majorities”,  which  neither 
mother  country  was  prepared  to  accept.  They  sought  ways  out  and 
compromises  in  association  or  partnership  between  the  two  racial  com¬ 
munities,  but  such  concepts  were  largely  “on  paper”  and  proved  un¬ 
workable.  In  order  to  be  effective  they  would  have  required  a  complete 
change  of  attitude  towards  the  natives.  Except  for  a  small  minority,  the 
settlers  who  had  moved  to  the  colonies  and  had  fought  for  economic 
and  social  progress  with  the  help,  and  at  the  price,  of  the  natives,  were 
aware  of  their  perilous  position  as  a  minority  group.  So  this  very  neces¬ 
sary  change  in  attitude  could  not  be  expected,  nor  was  it  psychologically 
possible. 
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DIRECT  ADMINISTRATION  IN  WEST  AFRICA 


Earlier  on  we  outlined  Lord  Lugard’s  policy  of  indirect  rule  on  which  the 
British  administration  in  West  Africa  was  based.  The  system  was  carried 
over  to  other  territories  between  the  wars  and  elaborated  into  a  co¬ 
herent  doctrine,  which  met  with  increasing  criticism  in  the  1930s  and 
tended  more  and  more  after  the  Second  World  War  to  be  replaced  by  a 
less  conservative  modern  local  administration.  We  now  propose  to  describe 
how  France  administered  its  West  African  colonies,  what  was  its  attitude 
to  the  traditional  authorities  and  what  was  the  meaning  of  ideas  such  as 
assimilation  and  association  with  respect  to  France’s  colonial  and  political 
intentions  in  West  Africa. 

The  structure  of  the  French  administration,  as  we  know,  was  centralist 
and  the  governor-general  of  French  West  Africa  in  Dakar,  to  whom  the 
governors  of  the  individual  territories  were  subordinated,  had  considerable 
authority  over  the  administration  and  army,  finance,  taxation  and 
the  legal  system.  While  legislative  power  was  vested  in  Paris,  however,  the 
governor-general  did  have  the  right  to  issue  decrees  which  gave  him  con¬ 
siderable  freedom  of  decision.  Except  in  the  Four  Communes  in  Senegal, 
the  natives  had  the  status  of  “subjects”.  The  Conseil  Colonial,  which 
represented  not  only  the  Four  Communes  but  the  whole  of  Senegal 
after  1920,  had  little  importance.  The  territory  was  divided  into  cercles 
headed  by  a  commandant  du  cercle  who  was  not,  as  his  title  may  imply, 
a  military  officer  but  a  civil  administrator  in  the  higher  colonial  service. 
His  position  corresponded  to  that  of  the  district  commissioner  in  the 
British  colonies.  The  commandant  had  authority  over  the  local  administra¬ 
tion  and  “ruled”  over  vast  areas  and  a  great  number  of  natives  far  from 
Dakar.  Robert  Delavignette  has  described  these  administrators  as  the  “true 
chiefs  of  the  Empire”  and  has  shown  their  difficult  position,  the  great 
variety  of  their  duties  and  also  the  fascination  of  this  post.^ 

Tire  chefferie,  that  is  the  traditional  system  of  rule  in  its  many  forms 
,varying  from  clan  and  village  communities  to  tribal  rule  and  to  actual 
kingdoms,  had  an  important  function  in  the  French  system,  though  it 
cannot  be  compared  with  the  great  emirates  in  Northern  Nigeria  or 
with  the  native  authorities  in  general.^  But  the  basis  for  an  analogous 
development  existed:  the  conquest  and  possession  of  the  African  back- 
lands  in  the  i88os  took  a  similar  form  to  the  British  conquest,  with 
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military  expeditions,  pacts  with  native  rulers  and  the  establishment  of  a 
system  of  “internal  protectorates”.  New  struggles,  the  extension  of  the 
administration  and  economic  interests  soon  removed  the  last  vestiges  of 
autonomy  from  the  traditional  authorities;  in  the  kingdom  of  Samory  in 
the  Sudan  the  dynasty  was  a  foreign  one— as  with  the  Fulahs  in  Northern 
Nigeria— so  France  could  justify  its  action  as  the  liberation  of  subjected 
peoples  or,  as  in  the  case  of  the  kingdom  of  Dahomey,  as  part  of  its 
civilizing  mission.  Some  dynasties  remained,  but  they  were  usually  in 
thinly  settled  and  economically  unimportant  regions.  For  the  rest,  the 
larger  kingdoms  were  destroyed,  arbitrarily  dismembered  and  to  a  great 
extent  replaced  by  direct  administrations.  Even  when  the  heirs  to  ancient 
dynasties  were  employed  as  chefs  de  canton,  they  had  no  personal  au¬ 
thority  but  were  “civil  servants”  of  the  colonial  power.®  After  the  First 
World  War  there  were  still  individual  cases  in  which  France  arbitrarily 
appointed  no  heirs  or  where  ancient,  large  chefferies  were  divided  up 
into  cantons  for  reasons  of  administrative  expediency.^ 

In  the  villages  the  administration  had  to  rely  on  the  chiefs  and  village 
heads,  since  there  was  not  sufEcient  French  staff  to  fill  the  entire  ad¬ 
ministration.  The  village  chiefs  were  grouped  together  and  subordinated 
to  the  chefs  de  canton.^  The  chefferie  was  built  into  the  system  of  direct 
administration  and  became  a  part  of  it.  The  chef  served  the  commandant 
as  executive  organ  in  the  fields  of  public  health,  road  building,  etc.  He 
collected  taxes  and  handed  them  over  to  the  cercle,  keeping  a  portion  as 
wages.  But,  unlike  the  native  authority,  the  chefferie  obtained  no  treasury 
of  its  own  and  thus  did  not  have  power  over  any  specific  field  of  local 
administration.  Nor  did  the  chef  have  any  juridical  power.  So  what  was 
characteristic  of  indirect  rule — a.  native  treasury  and  a  specific  sphere  of 
native  jurisdiction— was  lacking  in  the  French  system.  Delavignette  com¬ 
mented  on  this:  “We  do  not  hesitate  to  raise  a  black  man  to  the  office  of 
magistrate  in  our  own  law.  But  we  do  hesitate  to  devote  a  black  to 
the  exercise  of  his  own  Custom  and  we  prefer  to  create  artificial  jurisdic¬ 
tions  which  are  native  in  nothing  but  name.”®  The  tendency  towards 
bureaucratization  was  also  apparent  in  the  manner  of  appointment.  On 
the  whole  the  administration  was  willing  to  appoint  the  candidate  whom 
custom  named  as  chief,  as  long  as  he  seemed  trustworthy  and  relatively 
educated  and  receptive.  But  it  did  not  try  very  hard  to  find  the 
legitimate  chef  and  to  acknowledge  him  alone.  Chefs  were  appointed 
or  deposed  rather  arbitrarily;  administrative  employment  was  often  con¬ 
sidered  proof  of  competence,  but  graduates  of  the  army,  post-office  em¬ 
ployees,  translators  and  even  servants  served  as  chefs  de  canton.  They  re¬ 
ceived  special  training,  less  devoted  to  African  law,  ethnology,  etc.  than 
to  French  law  and  administrative  methods,'^  and  after  spending  a  term 
with  a  commandant,  they  could  be  appointed  even  to  the  villages  and 
cantons  of  other  tribes. 

So  the  chef  had  little  in  common  with  the  traditional  chief  of  the 
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British  native  authority.  He  had  to  forfeit  his  religious  sanction  as  chief 
and  was  no  longer  the  embodiment  of  a  community  integrated  by  the 
unity  of  the  dead  and  the  living;  instead  he  became  the  confidant  of 
the  colonial  power  and  represented  not  so  much  the  interests  of  the  com¬ 
munity,  as  the  administration’s  attitude  to  the  “subjects”.  As  a  result,  the 
natives  often  did  not  obey  him  but  a  “hidden”  legitimate  chief.  That  the 
chiefs  were  not  true  spokesmen  for  the  natives  was  also  proved  by  the  fact 
that  they  always  supported  the  administration  in  the  councils.  In  Senegal 
this  led  to  latent  tensions  between  them  and  the  elected  representatives 
of  the  African  “citizens”. 

There  was  no  lack  of  efforts  towards  “Africanizing”  the  institution  of 
the  chefferie,  relaxing  the  direct  administration  and  anchoring  the  chief 
more  firmly  in  African  society.  The  legendary  Van  Vollenhoven  (who 
had  been  governor-general  of  Indochina  for  thirty-seven  years  and  took 
over  French  West  Africa  in  1917,  resigning  his  post  in  protest  against 
compulsory  conscription  and  against  the  appointment  of  Diagne  as  high 
commissioner,  and  finally  falling  at  the  front)  made  the  administration 
aware  of  the  importance  of  African  society  in  his  much  quoted  circular  of 
15  August  1917: 

Before  destroying  the  framework  of  the  autochthonous  society,  we  must 
build.  .  .  .  the  hour  has  passed,  in  Africa  as  in  the  other  continents  of 
the  world,  when  a  command  can  be  imposed  or  maintained  against  the  will 
of  the  peoples.® 

In  the  search  for  a  suitable  middleman,  nine  times  out  of  ten  the  ad¬ 
ministration  encountered  “the  traditionally  obeyed  chief”.  “One  can  de¬ 
fine  these  chiefs  as  functionaries  who  exist  even  when  they  have  no 
attributions  and  whose  authority  is  acknowledged  even  when  there  has 
been  neither  investiture  nor  delegation  of  powers.”  In  the  argument  about 
whether  to  appoint  the  traditional  and  legitimate  or  the  most  educated 
and  open-minded  candidate.  Van  Vollenhoven  decided  for  the  former — 
obviously  in  contradiction  to  current  practice— for  he  thought  that  only 
the  former  had  real  authority  and  would  be  accepted  by  the  people:  “It 
must  not  be  he  who  pleases  the  administrator  most  but  he  who  pleases 
the  people  most.”  The  chief  would  remain  the  “intermediary”,  however, 
a  “functionary”,  though  of  a  special  kind,  and  not  the  sole  bearer  of  local 
power: 

.  .  .  The  rule  which  determines  the  attributions  of  the  native  chief  must 
be  as  follows:  they  have  no  power  of  their  own  of  any  kind,  for  there  are 
not  two  authorities  in  the  cercle,  Freneh  authority  and  native  authority; 
there  is  but  one! 

The  commandant  de  cercle  is  the  only  commander;  only  he  is  re¬ 
sponsible.  The  native  chief  is  only  an  instrument,  an  auxiliary.  It  is  true 
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that  this  auxiliary  is  not  just  an  agent  who  transmits  and  that  he  puts  at 
the  service  of  the  commandant  de  cercle  not  only  his  activity  and  his 
devotion  but  also  his  knowledge  of  the  country  and  the  real  influence 
which  he  may  have  over  the  inhabitants  of  this  country.  The  native  chief 
never  speaks,  never  acts  in  his  own  name,  but  always  in  the  name  of  the 
commandant  de  cercle  and  by  formal  or  tacit  delegation  from  the  latter.  I 
think  that  this  absolute  principle  has  been  stated  sufficiently  clearly  to 
prevent  it  .  .  .  from  being  in  any  way  equivocal.  ...  I  have  set  out  the 
reasons  which  incited  us  to  have  recourse  to  the  concourse  of  chiefs.  These 
reasons  are  not  inspired  by  the  interests  of  the  chiefs.  They  are  not 
ancient  sovereigns  whose  kingdoms  we  want  to  take  over;  the  kingdoms 
either  did  not  exist  or  have  been  overthrown  by  us  and  will  never  be  re-es¬ 
tablished.  These  reasons  are  solely  inspired  by  the  interests  of  the  peoples 
under  our  authority.  Between  us  and  these  peoples  there  must  be  a 
medium:  it  is  the  chief  who  is  this  medium;  not  because  it  is  imposed 
upon  us  but  because  we  have  chosen  it  so,  and  we  have  chosen  it  because 
it  is  the  best  course. 

These  words,  which  are  intended  to  define  the  position  of  the  chief, 
make  the  differences  between  the  French  system  and  indirect  rule  quite 
plain.  Although  the  chief  and  the  native  authority  were  an  integral  part 
of  the  administration  in  the  British  system  too,  they  were  not  just  dele¬ 
gates  and  executive  organs  but  independent  authorities,  and  as  such  were 
not  created  by  the  colonial  power  but  only  recognized  and  employed. 
France  had  little  sympathy  with  such  a  concept,  since  it  contradicted 
the  French  centralist  view  of  the  state  and  the  “indivisibility”  of  French 
sovereignty. 

In  1929  Governor-General  Jules  G.  Garde  again  criticized  the  frequent 
practice  of  replacing  traditional  chiefs  by  evolues  and  stressed  the  useful¬ 
ness  of  the  conseils  de  notables  formed  in  1919  which  had  even  [!]  de¬ 
veloped  initiatives  of  their  own.®  Garde’s  successor  Brevi^  stressed  the 
need  for  a  native  policy  based  on  African  societies  and  in  conformity  with 
the  special  function  of  the  chief  even  more  forcefully  in  his  opening  ad¬ 
dress  before  the  Conseil  de  Gouvernement  and  in  his  circulars  of  Septem¬ 
ber  1932.^®  He  said  the  “native  cadres”  were  inadequate,  because  France 
was  indulging  in  the  illusion  of  indirect  administration  even  though 
“educational  action”  was  impossible  as  long  as  a  single  European  was 
confronted  by  thousands  of  natives.  The  chiefs  should  not  just  be  the 
“mandatories  of  an  administration”  but  should  also  be  accepted  as  “rep¬ 
resentatives  of  ethnic  collectivities”  who  would  voice  the  concerns  of  the 
village.  The  village  was  the  “native  social  cell”  and  was  personified  in  the 
chief,  who  was  by  no  means  only  a  simple  autocrat.  Like  Van  Vollen- 
hoven,  Brevie  stressed  that  the  chiefs  remained  “executors  of  orders,  in¬ 
formers,  advisors”.  This  meant  that,  implicitly  at  least,  he  was  dissociating 
himself  from  indirect  rule  and  native  authorities. 

Between  the  wars  the  governors-general  clearly  tried  hard  to  do  justice 
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to  recent  ethnological  research,  to  understand  the  chief  as  the  embodiment 
of  the  African  social  structure  and  to  rely  more  heavily  on  traditional 
institutions  and  African  customsd^  The  question  was,  however,  whether 
the  chief  could  really  be  the  representative  of  his  community  if  he  was 
only  an  executive  organ.  He  would  necessarily  make  himself  disliked  as 
an  instrument  of  the  colonial  administration  because  of  his  difficult  posi¬ 
tion  “between  hammer  and  anvil”.  (He  was  responsible  for  collection  of 
taxes,  compulsory  vaccination,  requisition  of  labour  for  public  works,  etc.) 
In  any  case  he  remained  a  quasi-functionary  in  the  service  of  the  direct 
administration.  In  line  with  this  was  the  new  statute  for  Senegal  in 
January  1935  which  listed  the  “administrative  attributions”  of  the  chief.^^ 
The  instructions  were  only  partly  obeyed  in  practice,  since  they  were  con¬ 
tinually  renewed  until  the  decrees  of  Eboue  in  1941  (cf.  p.  362).  So  be¬ 
tween  the  wars  there  was  a  certain  similarity  between  the  British  and  the 
French  administrations,  but  the  criticisms  and  decrees  took  different 
forms.  The  British  warned  against  dogmatization  and  overestimating 
the  value  of  indirect  rule  and  criticized  the  administration's  neglect 
of  the  evolues,  while  the  French  demanded  a  reduction  in  the  influence  of 
the  functionaries  in  the  direct  administration  and  had  more  sympathy 
for  the  inherent  values  of  traditional  African  society. 

For  the  most  part,  the  colonial  administration  and  most  of  the  specialists 
on  Africa  did  not  consider  the  future.  Native  policy  interested  them 
with  regard  to  practical  tasks,  but  not  as  a  question  of  the  ultimate  aim  of 
French  colonial  policy.  Economic  development,  social  services,  overcom¬ 
ing  the  depression  after  1930,  improving  medical  care  and  the  educational 
system,  were  more  urgent  than  the  discussion  of  possible  decolonization. 
Unlike  the  case  in  Indochina  and  North  Africa,  there  was  no  “national” 
resistance  as  yet  in  Black  Africa  to  challenge  the  colonial  power.  British 
slogans  and  principles  such  as  trusteeship,  indirect  rule  and  self-govern¬ 
ment  contained  the  idea  of  decolonization,  programmatically  if  no  more, 
and  seemed  to  forecast  eventual  withdrawal;  but  the  French  discussion  on 
Africa  centred  on  the  image  of  Greater  France  and  openly  or  tacitly 
aimed  at  integration  and  assimilation. 

As  an  example  of  French  policy  we  might  note  Marcel  Olivier,  governor 
of  Madagascar  from  1924  to  1931,  director  of  the  World  Colonial  Exhibi¬ 
tion  in  1931  and  author  of  the  much  noted  book  Six  am  de  politique 
sociale  h  Madagascar  (1931),  with  a  foreword  by  Albert  Sarraut.  Olivier 
started  with  the  land  issue  and  described  his  efforts  to  create  order  and 
stability  in  the  complex  question  of  landownership.  He  staunchly  sup¬ 
ported  European  colonization  because  it  had  helped  to  develop  the 
thinly  settled  island  economically  by  supplying  export  products,  on  whose 
income  Madagascar  depended.  He  thought  European  and  native  agricul¬ 
ture  were  complementary  and  both  deserved  to  be  promoted  by  the 
administration.  So  Olivier  wanted  larger  agrarian  credits  and  better  agricul¬ 
tural  training  facilities  for  the  natives,  but  also  a  land  tax  and  administra- 
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tive  aid  in  order  to  supply  native  labour  for  the  settlers;  without  “pres¬ 
sure”  from  the  administration,  nine-tenths  of  the  European  farms  would 
have  to  be  abandoned!  Olivier  believed  in  a  “natural”  process  of  selec¬ 
tion.  The  hard-working  native  farmers  would  be  able  to  survive  in  spite  of 
high  taxation,  while  the  “incompetent  and  the  lazy”  would  automatically 
become  agricultural  labourers  at  the  disposal  of  the  large  concerns!  Olivier 
admitted  that  the  wages  paid  after  the  war  were  far  too  low,  but  went  on 
to  defend  the  1926  decree  that  had  been  violently  criticized  in  France, 
which  stated  that  natives  who  had  been  recruited  for  military  service  but 
not  called  up  could  be  obliged  to  work  in  “the  public  interest”. 

We  shall  not  go  into  further  detail  here.  What  is  important  in  our 
context  is  that  a  governor  who  on  the  whole  was  pro-reform  openly  de¬ 
manded  stronger  European  colonization.  Comparison  with  Britain's  West 
Africa  policy  makes  the  differences  apparent  at  once.  Even  in  Kenya  the 
immigration  of  settlers  was  encouraged  after  the  war.  But  Britain  soon 
became  aware  of  the  problems  this  entailed  and  henceforth  anyone  who 
defended  the  settlers  or  attempted  to  increase  their  numbers— in  the 
interests  of  a  white  man’s  country— was  co  facto  proved  “colonialist”. 
France,  by  contrast,  was  not  confronted  with  the  problem  of  self-govern¬ 
ment  in  a  plural  society  and  based  its  policy  on  the  idea  of  Greater 
France  and  integrated  colonies.  Consequently  the  settlers  seemed  an 
important  means  of  achieving  cultural  assimilation.  As  long  as  there 
was  enough  land,  France  could  hope  for  an  “association”  of  the  racial 
communities. 

Olivier  also  wanted  reforms  in  educational  policy.  He  was  in  favour 
of  taking  steps  to  improve  native  schooling  and  the  use  of  the  local 
language  in  the  lower  grades.  His  views  contradicted  the  popular  dogma, 
particularly  widespread  in  Africa,  of  instruction  exclusively  in  French, 
and  the  reform  was  undertaken  in  1929.  Olivier  also  opposed  the  “chimera” 
of  assimilation:  “to  say  assimilation  is  to  say  destruction”.  Attempts  to 
artificially  revive  traditional  institutions  and  authorities  were  pointless, 
however,  since  the  colonial  power  had  destroyed  them  and  had  filled 
even  the  lower  administrative  posts  with  European  ofBcials.  The  principle 
still  applied  that  no  native  could  rise  higher  than  the  lowest  European 
official;  this  obviously  drove  the  evolues  into  opposition.  He  had,  said 
Olivier,  attempted  to  form  a  special  cadre  of  native  officials  when  he 
was  governor  in  1930,  and  he  had  given  them  access  to  certain  posts 
hitherto  reserved  for  Europeans.  But  even  this  rather  modest  reform 
was  strongly  opposed! 

In  the  more  narrow  political  sphere  Olivier  was  content  to  keep  the 
status  quo.  Although  he  was  willing  to  change  the  electoral  methods  of 
native  representation  in  the  Delegations  economiques  and  to  give  more 
attention  to  the  urban  evolues,  yet  he  firmly  objected  to  any  attempts 
to  transform  the  delegations  into  Assemblees  deliberatives.  This,  he 
thought,  would  mean  politicization,  which  must  be  avoided.^^  In  fact. 
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Olivier  was  in  favour  of  depoliticization,  and  he  clearly  stressed  that 
economic  and  social  questions  took  precedence  over  political  ones.^^ 
This  tendency  was  all  the  more  remarkable  in  that  Madagascar  already 
had  its  own  administration  before  the  French  occupation  and  was  cer¬ 
tainly  far  more  highly  developed  than  Black  Africa.  Moreover,  in  British 
West  Africa  legislative  councils  had  long  since  been  established,  while 
Olivier  still  considered  them  "premature”  for  Madagascar  in  1931.  As- 
semblees  deliberatives,  he  thought,  corresponded  to  the  concept  of  self- 
government.  This,  it  seems,  was  irreconcilable  with  a  policy  based  on  the 
integral  unity  of  the  national  territory,  a  policy  which  granted  no  more 
than  a  degree  of  decentralization  and  representation  and  aimed  at 
eventual  assimilation.  Although  Olivier  described  this  policy  as  destructive, 
because  it  tried  over-hastily  to  recast  traditional  institutions  and  customs 
according  to  the  French  model,  he  was  eventually  forced  to  accept  it 
and  present  it  as  the  ultimate  aim  of  French  colonial  policy.  “Assimila¬ 
tion  is  but  a  distant  aim”^®;  “it  is  designed  not  to  provoke  an  evolution 
but  to  mark  its  end”.^®  Olivier’s  example  makes  it  clear  that  the  re¬ 
formist-minded  opposition,  which  still  accepted  assimilation  and  did  not 
replace  it  by  self-government,  almost  necessarily  led  to  institutional  im- 
moblism  and  depoliticization.^'^ 

The  outstanding  expert  on  Africa,  Henri  Tabouret,  sought  a  solution. 
In  his  essays  A  la.  recherche  dHune  politique  indigene  dans  Vouest  Africain 
of  1930-1931,^®  he  elaborated  Br^vie’s  theses,  leaving  out  the  direct 
political  issues.  But  in  1935  he  opposed  assimilation  and  suggested  his 
own  concept  of  federalism  to  replace  it.^®  He  was  one  of  the  few 
writers  of  the  inter-war  period  who  managed  to  point  out  the  logical 
conclusion  of  an  assimilative  policy  of  naturalization.  One  day  the  former 
natives  would  outnumber  the  European  French  in  the  electoral  bodies 
and  the  French  parliament  and  the  sovereign  rights  of  Greater  France 
“would  pass  into  the  hands  of  the  new  civilized  men”.  Naturalization 
in  statute  was  also  problematic.  As  a  way  of  giving  the  natives  political 
emancipation  “while  at  the  same  time  maintaining  them  in  an  extended 
French  community”,  he  proposed  instead  a  federal  solution.  The  “sub¬ 
jects”  could  gradually  obtain  equal  rights  in  their  respective  colonies 
and  then  administer  the  country  together  with  the  French.  Here  Tabouret 
referred  to  the  British  dominions,  overlooking  the  fact  that  one  could  not 
speak  of  an  “association”  between  the  protectorate  power  and  the  natives 
in  the  dominions.  He  had  an  equally  mistaken  view  of  the  Common¬ 
wealth,  which  he  saw  as  a  federation.  Tabouret  suggested  a  “progressive 
federalism  of  France  and  its  possessions”  within  an  “Empire  which  must 
remain  ‘one  and  indivisible’”.  It  is  remarkable  that  this  recognized 
Africanist  and  specialist  on  colonial  questions,  who  supported  the  political 
Right,  admitted  that  the  formula  a  “nation  of  a  hundred  million 
inhabitants”  was  in  fact  questionable  and  implied  results  which  France 
could  never  accept.  Yet,  he  thought,  France  should  be  accommodating 
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towards  the  aspirations  of  the  evolues,  since  otherwise  “trouble  will  break 
out  and  they  will  contemplate  violent  separation”.  This  contradicted  the 
countless  statements  in  colonialist  circles  which  asserted  that  all  was 
“quiet”  in  the  colonial  Empire,  apart  from  an  insignificant  minority 
of  “agitators”!  By  contrast  with  assimilation  or  a  mere  adherence  to 
the  status  quo,  federalism  seemed  to  take  local  autonomy  seriously  and 
offered  the  natives  a  sphere  of  influence  of  their  own.  Federalism 
would  not,  as  had  happened  in  the  Commonwealth  which  he  mistakenly 
used  as  an  example,  break  up  the  institutional  unity  of  the  whole.  After 
the  Second  World  War,  France  tried  to  take  this  road,  but  it  encountered 
obstacles  in  the  attempt  to  create  an  institutional  structure  that  rec¬ 
onciled  colonial  efforts  at  emancipation  with  the  maintenance  of  French 
sovereignty.  It  was  easy  to  speak  of  federalism  because  one  could  content 
oneself  \Vith  general  theories! 

Another  attempt  to  solve  the  dilemma  between  secession  and  self- 
government  on  the  one  hand  and  integration  and  assimilation  on  the 
other,  was  made  by  Robert  Delavignette.  Delavignette  represented  a 
number  of  younger  administrators  and  experts  on  Africa  who,  fascinated 
by  their  duties  and  tacitly  feeling  sympathy  for  the  natives,  eoneerned 
themselves  with  Black  Africa  and  the  Africans  as  human  beings.  His 
book  hes  paysans  noirs,  published  in  1913,  was  intended  to  be  program¬ 
matic.  Delavignette  thought  the  issue  was  not  so  much  how  to  raise 
export  production  as  how  to  produce  enough  food  to  raise  the  local 
standard  of  living.  “It  frightens  me  when  people  speak  of  a  land  without 
taking  into  account  the  men  of  this  land”,  was  his  apt  phrase.^® 
Delavignette  was  influenced  by  Emmanuel  Mounier’s  theory  of  personal¬ 
ism  and  was  concerned  with  “Z’Homme”,  Man  inside  his  natural  en¬ 
vironment.  African  society  with  its  inherent  values  must  be  brought 
into  fruitful  contact  with  the  modern  world,  in  order  to  build  a  “New 
African  World”.  He  developed  these  ideas  further  in  later  books,  Soudan- 
Paris-Bourgogne  (1935)  and  Les  vrais  chefs  de  V empire.  Abstractions 
like  assimilation  and  association,  direct  or  indirect  rule,  were  of  little 
use,  he  thought.  Much  as  Delavignette  stressed  the  sacramental  func¬ 
tion  of  the  chej  and  described  the  characteristic  features  of  African  law 
and  religion,  yet  he  warned  against  the  danger  of  merely  restoring  the 
chefferie.  The  colonial  power’s  task  was  not  to  renew  or  to  support 
an  old  feudal  system.  “What  we  must  do  is  not  to  restore  them,  but 
to  install  them.  Not  to  restore  them  in  a  feudal  system  that  is  dying, 
but  to  install  them  in  an  emergent  modem  Africa. 

“This  New  World  is  not  an  ideological  edifice  but  a  living  reality, 
the  result  of  an  experimental  native  policy.  ...  We  are  creating  the 
New  African  World.  In  the  name  of  what  ideology  should  this  experiment 
be  arrested:  in  the  name  of  what  pretense  at  realism  should  our  achieve¬ 
ments  be  dismissed?”^^  Delavignette  addressed  himself  to  Senghor,  the 
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fiist  agrdg4  from  French  West  Africa  and  the  representative  of  a  new 
Africa  that  was  in  the  process  of  being  bom  with  French  aid.^^ 
Delavignette  did  not  put  forward  a  political  programme,  nor  does  he 
appear  to  have  considered  this  urgent.  Just  as  he  dismissed  assimilation 
and  association  as  abstractions,  he  did  not  think  much  of  discussions 
on  an  institutional  settlement  of  the  relationship  between  mother  country 
and  colonies.  He  knew  how  important  it  was  to  give  the  European- 
educated  ^lite  the  means  to  rise  on  the  social  scale,  but  for  the  time 
being  he  gave  precedence  to  economic  and  financial  aid.  Credits  from 
the  metropolis  were  urgently  needed  after  the  deflation  and  economy 
measures  imposed  by  the  world  financial  crisis.^^  He  did  not  envisage 
future  independent  African  states,  but  neither  did  he  support  crade 
integration.  Instead  he  foresaw  an  as  yet  unspecified  form  of  autonomy 
within  a  greater  whole.  “Fortunately  there  is  another  method  of  ‘Galliciz¬ 
ing’  [!]  Africa  than  this  division  into  well-ordered  departments  around 
Paris.”^®  After  1945  Senghor  and  Delavignette  both  sought  a  Franco- 
African  community  of  this  kind:  “Fraternity  in  spite  of  differences,  is 
this  so  diflBcult  to  understand?”^®  Perhaps,  we  may  add,  not  to  under¬ 
stand,  but  to  institutionalize! 

The  educational  system  had  a  special  place  in  France’s  Africa  policy, 
since  the  “civilizing  mission”  was  to  be  accomplished  primarily  through 
assimilation  and  integration,  and  also  the  federal  solution  envisaged  by 
Labouret  and  Delavignette  presumed  an  elite  stamped  by  France.  The 
colonial  school  system  was  centralized  like  that  of  metropolitan  France 
and  organized  from  Paris.  State  schools  dominated,  unlike  in  Great 
Britain  and  Belgium,  and  instruction  was  left  to  the  missions  while  the 
mother  country  merely  gave  financial  support.  The  teachers  came  pri¬ 
marily  from  the  mother  country,  and  the  curriculum  was  also  largely  the 
same  as  in  France,  giving  rise  to  much  ridicule  and  criticism.  Instruction 
was  almost  exclusively  in  French— except  in  Indochina  and  Madagascar 
— allegedly  because  there  were  too  many  local  tongues  and  access 
to  the  modern  world  was  best  gained  by  knowledge  of  the  French 
language.  In  fact,  the  French  language  was  designed  to  be  an  instrument 
of  integration  and  assimilation.  In  1919  the  governor-general  of  French 
West  Africa  openly  said: 

We  must  not,  in  fact,  forget  that  a  sovereign  nation  does  not  definitively 
fix  the  nationality  of  the  peoples  whom  it  allows  into  its  family  [I]  until 
it  has  taught  them  to  speak  its  language,  to  think  in  its  language.  [And 
again,  a  year  later:]  It  is  only  when  they  are  able  to  speak  our  language 
that  they  will  learn  to  think  in  French  and  will  have  been  definitively 
acquired  into  our  culture.^^ 

This  was  plain  enough.  Instruction  in  the  French  language  was  to  make 
the  Africans  into  Frenchmen.  Frenchmen,  it  is  true,  with  black  skins. 
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but  nevertheless  stamped  by  French  culture  and  therefore  prepared  to 
consider  themselves  French  citizens  and  to  be  loyal  to  France.  Just  as 
a  Breton,  a  Celt  or  an  Alsatian  could  use  his  mother  tongue  in  the  local 
sphere  but  nonetheless  was  and  wanted  to  be  French,  so  too  the  African 
was  to  become  French  by  virtue  of  the  formative  influence  of  the 
“civilization”  administered  by  the  French  language  and  to  achieve  his 
intellectual  and  political  emancipation  within  Greater  France.  Georges 
Hardy,  director  of  the  Ecole  coloniale  and  a  specialist  in  colonial  educa¬ 
tion,  held  the  same  views,  although  he  laid  greater  stress  on  the  instru¬ 
mental  value  of  French  instruction.  It  would  “ensure  the  cohesion  of 
our  Empire”  and  train  the  natives  to  be  “loyal  and  grateful  subjects” 

Naturally  this  intensive  cultural  process  had  to  be  restricted  to  a 
minority.  Governor-General  Garde  coined  a  popular  formula:  “instruct 
the  mass  and  free  the  61ite”.  Although  the  masses  should  acquire  an 
elementary  knowledge  of  French,  on  the  whole  they  should  be  instructed 
in  a  more  practical  sense,  while  those  who  were  best  qualified  should 
be  “separated”  from  the  mass  and  “Gallicized”  with  a  view  to  forming 
an  elite.  This  process  could  take  them  from  the  lycee  to  the  metropoli¬ 
tan  universities.  Here  there  was  no  discrimination  and  no  segregation, 
black  and  white  students  attended  the  same  schools  and  had  to  pass 
the  same  examinations.  University  education  gave  access  to  the  Concours, 
to  the  liberal  professions  and  even  to  a  political  career  in  metropolitan 
France.  In  the  mother  country — though  not  in  the  colonies  themselves 
— educated  Frenchmen  with  black  skins  encountered  hardly  any  social 
discrimination  and  were  accepted  as  equals. 

The  differences  between  French  and  British  policy  are  obvious.  Unlike 
Belgium  and  Holland,  Britain  did  not  overlook  the  possibilities  for 
intellectually  and  politically  influencing  the  subjects  of  the  Empire. 
Gonvinced  of  the  superiority  of  its  institutions,  Britain  carried  them  over 
to  successive  colonies,  and  British  law  continues  to  apply  in  some 
independent  states  today.  British  educational  methods  and  even  school 
curricula  were  often  adopted  too.  The  ideal  of  the  “gentleman”  as  an 
expression  of  the  British  way  of  life  and  British  character  proved  com¬ 
parable  to  the  image  of  “French  civilization”  in  the  French  colonies. 
But  the  intentions  were  different.  Britain  did  not  want  to  “wean”  an 
61ite  of  Asians  and  Africans  from  their  society  and  “make”  them  into 
Englishmen  in  the  sense  of  potential  British  citizens.  Instead  the  elite 
was  to  gradually  take  over  the  leadership  of  its  own  country  and  form 
the  basis  of  a  new  government.  The  1925  memorandum  Education  in 
British  Tropical  Africa,  which  served  as  a  directive  for  educational  policy 
between  the  wars,  stated  that  “education  should  be  adapted  to  the 
mentality  of  the  various  peoples  .  .  .  training  .  .  .  the  people  in  the 
management  of  their  own  affairs  ...  it  must  include  the  raising  up 
of  capable,  trustworthy,  public-spirited  leaders  of  the  people,  belonging 
to  their  own  race”.^®  Accordingly  instruction  was  to  begin  in  the  local 


DECOLONIZATION 


346 

tongue  and  did  not  aim  to  forcibly  create  Englishmen.  The  vernacular 
seemed  the  most  suitable  language  for  local  communication,  for  learning 
to  read  and  write  and  for  the  first  encounter  with  modem  civilization. 
No  Englishman  would  have  said  that  the  student  must  learn  to  think  in 
English  in  order  to  become  a  member  of  the  British  “family”.  In  the 
higher  grades,  instruction  was  naturally  in  English,  but  this  was  conceived 
less  as  Anglicization  or  as  an  instmment  of  assimilation  than  as  a  way 
of  establishing  contact  with  the  rest  of  the  world,  emerging  from  local 
isolation,  and  coming  to  terms  with  modern  civilization.®® 

The  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  the  two  educational  systems 
need  not  be  discussed  further  here.  There  is  no  doubt  that  France  was 
very  successful  both  in  culturally  imprinting  an  elite  and  binding  it 
politically.  At  the  same  time,  it  can  be  said  that  France  did  not  make 
full  use  of  its  given  possibilities— especially  in  Black  Africa,  although  not 
only  there.  The  percentage  of  children  at  school  remained  small,®^ 
and  until  1946  the  teaching  staff  and  financial  resources  were  inadequate. 
France  should  have  had  great  interest  in  devoting  special  attention  to 
education,  although  this  would  have  presupposed  enough  jobs  and 
opportunities  for  the  educated  in  the  administration  and  in  private  firms. 
The  absence  of  local  representative  bodies  and  the  extensive  depoliti- 
cization  should  have  coincided  with  the  entry  of  the  educated  natives 
into  the  economy  and  the  state,®®  but  this  happened  even  less  than  in 
the  British  territories.  Blaise  Diagne  might  have  been  a  deputy  and  even 
under-secretary  of  state,  but  by  and  large  the  administrative  cadre  re¬ 
mained  European.  This  lack  of  opportunities  for  the  evolues,  together 
with  racial  discrimination,  not  only  produced  anger — which  was  to  work 
to  the  advantage  of  the  national  opposition — and  turned  frustration  into 
resentment;  it  also  gave  conservative  circles  in  metropolitan  France  a 
good  argument  for  slowing  down  educational  improvement.®® 

In  the  same  way,  as  we  have  shown,  naturalization  should  have  been 
granted  generously  if  France  wanted  its  efforts  at  integration  and  gradual 
assimilation  to  seem  convincing.  But  the  experts  on  Africa  and  the  re¬ 
formers  Joined  the  French  colonials  and  colonialist  interest  groups  in 
opposing  assimilation  and  its  consequences  such  as  naturalization,  fran¬ 
chise,  access  to  the  administration,  more  communes  de  plein  exercice 
(self-governing  municipalities),  etc.  In  addition  the  creation  of  local 
“parliaments”  was  considered  out  of  the  question,  because  they  seemed 
to  contradict  the  notion  of  integration  into  Greater  France.  The  result, 
we  repeat,  was  a  definite  tendency  towards  depoliticization  and  im- 
mobilism.®^ 
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LYAUTEY  AND  THE  PROTECTORATE  IN  MOROCCO 


The  protectorate  was  an  instrument  of  French  colonial  policy  funda¬ 
mentally  opposed,  even  in  contradiction,  to  integration  and  assimilation, 
and  it  is  inseparable  from  the  person  and  influence  of  Marshal  Lyautey, 
the  most  important  of  the  French  proconsuls.^  For  thirteen  years,  from 
1912  to  1925,  Lyautey  “ruled”  in  Morocco,  put  his  experiences  and  ideas 
on  paper,  attracted  a  circle  of  disciples  and  tried  to  force  the  metropolis 
to  accept  and  continue  his  work.  Lyautey  accepted  the  legal  basis  of  the 
protectorate  and  based  his  ideas  on  a  number  of  earlier  models.  We  can 
dismiss  Dupleix’s  methods  in  India  in  the  eighteenth  century,  the  pro¬ 
tectorate  over  Tahiti  in  1843  and  also  the  dubious  pacts  with  African 
chiefs  in  the  years  after  1880,  which  have  been  described  as  “internal 
protectorates”  by  the  lawyers  but  were  of  a  rather  theoretical  nature 
and  usually  soon  turned  into  normal  colonial  administrations  with  a 
tendency  towards  direct  rule.  More  important  models  were  the  protectorate 
agreements  with  Madagascar,  Indochina  (e.g.  the  emperor  of  Annam 
and  the  rulers  of  Cambodia  and  Laos)  and  Tunisia,  which  began  by 
recognizing  the  territories’  nationhood,  and  established  French  control 
only  in  order  to  secure  them  from  attack  by  foreign  powers  and  give 
them  the  possibility  of  economic  improvement.  Since  this  procedure 
demanded  less  military  and  financial  resources  than  would  have  been  re¬ 
quired  by  occupation  or  annexation,  it  seemed  the  most  suitable  way  of 
extending  French  domination  in  the  competition  for  the  “partition  of 
the  world”.  This  method  was  all  the  more  suitable  in  that  it  gave  the 
great  powers  little  occasion  to  intervene  and  also  enabled  France  to  de¬ 
ceive  its  own  public,  which  had  little  interest  in  colonial  conquest,  or  at 
least  to  make  it  accept  the  fait  accompli.^ 

These  early  protectorates  very  soon  changed  in  nature.  When  the  queen 
of  Madagascar  protested  against  the  agreements,  and  after  the  rebellion 
which  made  a  lengthy  process  of  “pacification”  necessary,  Gallieni  de¬ 
posed  the  queen  and  made  the  island  a  colony  in  1896.  In  Indochina, 
the  protectorates  over  Annam,  Cambodia  and  Laos  formally  remained, 
but  in  i88y  they  were  largely  neutralized  in  the  Union  Indochinoise  and 
their  administrative  structure,  especially  in  the  Annamite  Empire,  became 
French.  The  term  “protectorate”  could  now  be  used  only  in  a  legalistic 
sense,  particularly  since  the  administration  of  Indochina  was  also  turned 
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over  to  the  colonial  ministry.  From  then  on,  the  traditional  authorities 
were  almost  all  disbanded  and  the  emperor  of  Annam  rarely  appeared  in 
any  political  capacity.  The  status  of  protectorate  was  not  reinvoked  until 
1945-1946,  when  France  attempted  to  incorporate  Indochina,  Tunisia 
and  Morocco  into  the  French  Union  as  associated  states.  Tunisia,  how¬ 
ever,  remained  a  protectorate  in  a  more  specific  sense,  although  the  treaty 
of  La  Marsa  on  8  June  1883  gave  France  very  extensive  powers®  which 
could  hardly  be  reconciled  with  the  idea  of  a  protectorate,  and  although 
Tunisian  authorities  and  institutions  were  soon  replaced  by  French  ones 
or  bypassed.  Characteristically,  in  the  1890s  protectorate  status  was  con¬ 
ceived  as  a  transitional  solution  leading  to  eventual  annexation.^ 

Lyautey  was  also  much  influenced  by  the  discussion  of  assimilation 
which  we  have  described  earlier.  Around  the  turn  of  the  century  this 
influence  was  reflected  in  his  sharp  criticism  of  the  Algerian  administra¬ 
tion,  in  the  attempt  not  to  “Algerianize”  Tunisia  and  in  the  new  methods 
of  “pacification”  employed  in  Indochina  and  Madagascar:  Military  action 
was  to  be  supplemented  by  attempts  to  persuade  the  native  inhabitants 
to  collaborate,  by  the  utilization  of  existing  institutions  and  authorities 
and  by  restraint  in  applying  civilizing  pressures.  The  important  writings 
of  Governor-General  Lanessan  exerted  a  strong  influence  on  his  disciples, 
Gallieni  and  Lyautey. 

French  rule  in  Morocco  was  based  on  the  Fez  agreement  of  30  March 
1912,  which  was  the  result  of  economic  and  consular  intervention,  mili¬ 
tary  action  and  diplomatic  negotiations.  It  spoke  of  an  “accord”  between 
the  two  states  by  which  France  granted  the  sultan  protection  of  his 
person  and  his  throne  and  promised  to  guarantee  “the  religious  position, 
the  traditional  respect  and  prestige  of  the  sultan”.  The  sultan  for  his 
part  declared  himself  ready  “to  institute  a  new  regime  in  Morocco  con¬ 
sisting  of  the  administrative,  judiciary,  educational,  economic,  financial 
and  military  reforms  which  the  French  Government  considers  it  useful 
to  introduce  in  the  Moroccan  territory”  (Art.  I).  These  reforms  were 
to  be  based  on  proposals  by  the  French  Government,  but  decreed  in 
the  name  of  the  sultan,  Morocco  was  thus  recognized  as  a  state  outside 
the  “national  French  territory”.  However  much  the  lawyers  discussed 
Morocco’s  position  in  international  law  and  its  implications,®  in  fact 
it  had  now  been  firmly  established  that  France  would  not  only  control 
foreign  policy,  diplomatic  representation  and  defence,  but  could  also,  as 
in  the  case  of  Tunisia,  determine  the  internal  structure  of  the  country, 
apart  from  religious  affairs,  as  it  saw  fit.  The  concept  of  the  protectorate 
was  interpreted  very  broadly,  giving  the  mother  country  extensive  powers. 
Lyautey’s  view  of  French  policy  in  Morocco  was  as  follows: 

The  concept  of  the  Protectorate  is  that  of  a  country  that  keeps  its  insti¬ 
tutions,  governs  and  administers  itself  with  its  own  organs,  under  the 

simple  control  of  a  European  power  which,  substituted  for  it  in  foreign 
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representation,  generally  takes  over  the  administration  of  its  Army  and  its 
Finances,  and  directs  its  economic  development.  What  dominates  and 
characterizes  this  conception  is  the  formula  control,  as  opposed  to  the 
formula  direct  administration.® 

So  the  French  protectorate  was  characterized  by  “control”  as  opposed 
to  direct  rule.  The  resemblance  to  indirect  rule  is  apparent,  although  in 
the  case  of  Morocco  the  concept  was  applied  to  an  entire  country  which 
was  allegedly  to  continue  ruling  itself  and  was  subject  only  to  foreign 
control  and  influence.  Indirect  rule,  by  contrast,  referred  to  local  ad¬ 
ministration  only  and  incorporated  the  native  authorities  into  the  ma¬ 
chinery  of  colonial  rule.  It  is  important  to  note  that  in  principle  Lyautey 
wanted  the  old  institutions  and  authorities  to  remain  and  to  continue 
to  serve  as  instruments  of  administration,  while  France  merely  issued 
“directives”  and  exerted  control,  without  replacing  the  autochthonous 
order  by  its  own  machinery  or  legal  system.  In  both  cases,  respect  for 
the  existing  order  was  combined  with  considerations  of  expediency,  for 
“no  regime  offers  greater  opportunities  of  using  the  local  organisms  to 
our  advantage  and  developing  their  resources”.'’’  The  colonial  power  acted 
only  “indirectly”;  when  it  “inspired”  reforms,  i.e.  in  practice  when  it 
issued  orders,  it  did  not  come  into  direct  contact  with  the  inhabitants 
but  gave  these  orders  in  the  name  of  the  existing  authorities  and  had 
them  executed  by  its  organs.  This  system  could  function  only  on  condi¬ 
tion  of  maintaining  the  authority  and  the  prestige  of  the  sultan,  the 
pasha  and  the  elders.  Like  Lugard  and  his  successors  in  Nigeria,  Lyautey 
tried  to  do  this  in  Morocco.  He  paid  the  sultan  all  due  respect,  strength¬ 
ened  his  representative  position,  respected  his  religious  position  too  and 
kept  up  personal  contacts  with  Moroccan  leaders. 

This  attitude  reflected  Lyautey’s  own  background  and  beliefs.  He  came 
from  a  conservative  Catholic  family  from  Lorraine  and  remained  a 
monarchist  all  his  life:  with  his  highly  developed  sense  of  authority, 
hierarchy  and  loyalty,  he  was  attracted  to  the  “feudal”  structure  of 
Morocco.  He  saw  it  as  his  “mission”  to  modernize  and  “develop”  this 
country,  whose  strangeness  he  loved  and  whose  antiquities,  architecture 
and  art  he  took  the  trouble  to  preserve  under  French  guidance.  What 
better  proof  of  France’s  greatness  than  rule  of  this  kind?  He  demanded 
from  his  colleagues  a  sense  of  responsibility,  activity,  the  ability  to  make 
decisions  and  the  desire  to  “realize”  them,  and— what  for  him  was  the 
essence  of  all  colonial  activity— an  understanding  of  the  land  and  the 
people,  knowledge  of  the  foreign  language  and  the  desire  to  protect 
and  promote  the  prestige  and  dignity  of  the  ancient  order  and  its 
representatives.  Most  of  his  colleagues  were  of  noble  French  families 
and,  like  their  leader,  were  opposed  to  the  Republic  and  its  parliamentary 
structure  and  prepared  to  serve  not  the  regime  but  France  itself.  Lyautey’s 
aim  was  to  “bring  them  [the  Moroccans]  to  feel  the  benefits  of  foreign 
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rule  and  to  accept  rather  than  submit  to  it”.®  Accordingly,  native  policy 
in  a  protectorate  meant 

the  desire  and  the  ability  to  study  the  natives,  to  understand  them,  to 
penetrate  their  institutions  and  their  sentiments,  their  motives  and  their 
ambitions;  next,  the  wish  and  the  ability  to  free  oneself  of  European 
prejudice.  Native  policy  is  based  on  the  principle  that  a  people  holds  to  its 
customs  and  its  institutions,  good  or  bad,  and  that  it  will  consider  ours,  even 
if  they  are  better,  odious  if  we  tried  to  force  it  to  respect  or  even  practise 
them;  similarly,  that  our  civilization,  so  perfect  in  our  view,  astonishes  or 
shocks  it  [the  people]  and  that,  convinced  as  we  are  that  it  is  in  its 
interests  to  abandon  its  civilization  for  ours,  it  is  necessary  to  bring  it  to  this 
decision  slowly,  with  patience  and  skill.® 

Lyautey  particularly  admired  Great  Britain  for  its  adaptability,  its 
loose  administrative  structure  and  its  small  need  of  British-born  staff.^® 
He  wanted  to  set  up  an  administration  that  conformed  to  the  nature  of 
the  protectorate  and  the  Fez  agreement;  it  should  be  quite  distinct  from 
direct  administration  with  its  tendencies  towards  integration.  The  sultan 
remained  the  formal  head  of  the  autocratic  and  theocratic  government, 
held  court,  resided  in  his  palace  and  exercised  his  religious  functions. 
Laws  (dahirs)  and  sentences  were  pronounced  in  his  name.  He  ap¬ 
pointed  the  ministers  and  officials,  including  the  French  ones.  French 
law  was  not  applicable,  unless  transformed  into  Moroccan  dahirs.  Ad¬ 
mittedly,  effective  power  was  vested  in  France,  in  the  person  of  the 
resident-general,  who  “directs  all  the  administrative  services”,  as  was 
stated  laconically  in  the  decree  of  11  June  1912  establishing  the  position 
of  the  French  Government  representative.  A  high  French  official  served 
as  middleman  between  the  sultan  and  the  maghzen  and  supervised  the 
Moroccan  ministers  (vizirs);  in  the  local  sphere  French  contrdleurs  backed 
and  assisted  the  pashas  and  eaids.  The  eolonial  power  had  legislative 
power  and  the  appointment  of  local  officials  was  based  on  its  proposals! 
Even  more  important  was  that,  apart  from  the  vizirs  who  were  relegated 
to  the  conduct  of  religious  affairs,  there  appeared  the  so-called  Services 
neo-cherifieris,  which  were  technically  ministries  for  agriculture,  public 
works,  finance,  publie  health  and  post  and  communications.  In  theory 
they  were  Moroccan  offices,  but  in  fact  they  were  entirely  occupied  by 
Frenchmen;  their  directors  formed  a  Conseil  des  directeurs  which  gov¬ 
erned  and  had  only  very  loose  connections  with  the  sultan  and  the 
maghzen.  The  situation  in  Tunisia  was  similar. 

The  chief  difficulty  of  the  protectorate  lay  in  the  fact  that  it  had 
obvious  tendencies  towards  becoming  simply  direct  administration.  For 
if  the  traditional  feudal  institutions  and  authorities  were  not  capable 
of  taking  over  certain  of  the  duties  of  a  modern  administration,  the 
controllers  had  to  intervene  and  administer  more  or  less  direetly.  While 
Great  Britain  exercised  restraint  here  and  largely  restricted  itself  to  the 
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functions  of  law  and  order,  Lyautey  pressed  for  action  and  demanded 
“incessant  control”.^^  But  how  could  one  ensure  the  prestige  and 
authority  of  the  Moroccan  notables  under  this  kind  of  control?  Would 
not  the  protectorate  become  a  mere  fiction  and  the  attempt  to  maintain 
the  traditional  authorities  mere  expediency  which  would  eventually  achieve 
the  reverse,  resulting  not  in  modernization  and  democratization  of  the 
traditional  administration,  but  in  refeudalization,^^  confirmation  of  priv¬ 
ileges  and  a  defensive  reaction  to  innovations?  If  the  eolonial  power  did 
not  intervene  but  at  the  same  time  supported  the  traditional  ruling  class, 
the  result  might  be  the  firm  establishment  of  pre-colonial  abuses.  This 
was  the  case  against  indirect  rule.  The  effects  of  such  a  policy  were 
clearly  evident  in  Morocco  in  the  domains  of  the  great  caids  in  the 
south,  particularly  the  pasha  of  Marrakesh,  El-Glaoui.  Even  Lyautey  had 
protected  this  pasha  from  criticism  because  the  latter  had  acceded  en¬ 
tirely  to  French  wishes,  created  a  certain  counter-force  to  the  sultan  and 
allowed  France  to  economize  on  military  and  administrative  staff.^® 

It  should  have  been  in  the  nature  of  a  protectorate  to  actively  try  to 
modernize  the  class  of  notables  and  to  give  a  French-educated  elite 
access  to  the  administration.  But  although  Lyautey  spoke  of  the  need 
to  train  a  Moroccan  elite,  he  restricted  secondary  and  university  educa¬ 
tion  to  the  sons  of  families  of  notables,  intentionally  kept  their  numbers 
small,  and  tried  to  develop  this  elite  within  the  Muslim  tradition.  Access 
to  the  French  lycees  was  not  to  be  a  rule,  the  final  examination  of  the 
Colleges  musulmans  was  not  of  the  same  standard  as  the  baccalaureat, 
and  the  Institut  des  Hautes  Etudes  Marocaines  was  less  a  university 
than  a  research  institute,  mainly  serving  the  administration.  Study  in 
France  was  restricted  as  much  as  possible.’^^  The  few  Moroccans  who 
had  passed  the  French  final  examinations  were  unable  to  bring  about  a 
“Moroccanization”  of  the  administration,  especially  since  the  notables 
of  the  maghzen  were  just  as  suspicious  of  the  educated  61ite  as  were  the 
French  officials,  whose  resistance  Lyautey  had  already  encountered.^® 
The  opposition  to  cultural  assimilation— which  led  to  segregated  schools 
— the  assumption  that  a  separate  Moroccan-Muslim  educational  system 
could  be  set  up,  which  would  be  modernized  from  within  and  able  to 
cope  with  modem  tasks,  and  a  decided  preference  for  the  class  of 
notables,  together  with  the  open  distrust  for  the  French  elite  who  had 
risen  from  the  middle  classes,  all  succeeded  in  slowing  down  the  process 
of  modernization.  This  complied  with  Lyautey’s  conservative  views  and 
his  sense  of  tradition,  but  it  also  jeopardized  the  success  of  the  whole 
system.  Morocco  was  becoming  modernized  and  economically  developed 
and  yet  in  the  1930s  it  still  had  no  modern  administrative  staff  of  its 
own  and  only  a  few  scholars;  under  these  circumstances  the  trend  towards 
direct  administration  became  even  stronger. 

A  similar  ambivalence  characterized  the  question  of  French  coloniza¬ 
tion  and  the  political  representation  of  the  colonies.  Lyautey  achieved 
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much  in  the  economic  development  of  Morocco,  particularly  in  building 
towns  and  ports,  extending  communications  and  developing  raw  materials. 
Moreover,  much  to  the  annoyance  of  the  settler  and  colonialist  economic 
circles  in  the  metropolis,  he  did  not  leave  exploitation  of  the  phosphate 
mines  to  private  enterprise  but  put  it  under  state  supervision,  thus  en¬ 
suring  important  revenues  to  the  Moroccan  state.  Lyautey  was  convinced 
that  without  French  settlers,  Moroccan  agriculture  could  not  be  eco¬ 
nomically  developed  and  modernized.  However,  he  did  not  want  to 
create  a  second  Algeria  under  any  circumstances  and  he  attacked  the 
settlers’  “Algerian  mentality”^®;  he  also  stressed  that  a  policy  based  on  the 
old-style  alienation  of  land  was  out  of  the  question  now,^'^  and  tried 
to  slow  down  the  immigration  of  lower-class  whites  as  settlers  and  of¬ 
ficials.  Nevertheless,  he  strongly  believed  that  colonists  were  necessary 
in  their  capacity  of  modem  agronomists;  consequently  he  had  to  create 
a  legal  basis  for  European  acquisition  of  land.  He  did  this  with  the 
land  laws  of  April  1919.^®  The  effects  of  these  laws  were  rather  questiona¬ 
ble  and  in  any  case  it  is  doubtful  whether  European  colonization  could 
even  have  been  reconciled  with  Lyautey’s  concept  of  the  protectorate. 
At  any  rate,  it  was  almost  inevitable  that  the  colonists  and  businessmen 
that  emerged  as  a  class  should  make  political  claims  and  demand  represent¬ 
ative  bodies  to  defend  their  own  interests,  as  became  clear  after  the  First 
World  War.  Quite  apart  from  this,  there  was  the  difEculty  of  introducing 
a  European  system  of  landownership,  the  imposition  on  the  natives  and 
the  latters’  inadequate  protection  by  the  administration.  Although  Lyautey 
invoked  the  initiative  and  diligence  of  his  fellow-countrymen,  he  also 
pointed  out  that  the  status  of  protectorate  did  not  permit  representative 
bodies.  The  1919  Conseil  de  Gouvemement,  consisting  of  the  directors 
of  the  administration  and  the  presidents  of  the  chambers  of  commerce 
and  agriculture,  was  restricted  to  technical  and  economic  coordination, 
had  no  political  character  and  naturally  had  no  legislative  powers.^® 
The  French  Moroccans  violently  criticized  these  restrictions,  since  they 
had  neither  parliamentary  representation  nor  a  legislative  council,  but 
the  situation  complied  with  Lyautey’s  concept  of  the  protectorate  and 
with  his  authoritarian  and  anti-parliamentarian  views.  Moreover,  since 
Lyautey  maintained  the  authoritarian  character  of  pre-colonial  Morocco 
and  did  not  try  to  create  a  constitutional  monarchy,  there  could  be  no 
representative  bodies  for  the  Moroccans  either. 

Lyautey’s  view  of  the  future  is  difficult  to  establish  from  available 
evidence.  Certainly  he  was  vehemently  opposed  to  those  who  saw  the 
protectorate  merely  as  a  transitional  step  towards  direct  administration 
or  integration  on  the  pattern  of  Algeria.  He  was  only  too  well  aware 
that  the  mother  country,  especially  the  parliament  and  the  ministerial 
bureaucracy,  was  suspicious  of  his  concept  and  did  not  really  accept  it.^** 
Lyautey  went  very  far  in  his  defense  of  Morocco,  asserting  that  it  was 
not  suitable  ground  for  an  “Algerian  policy”.  He  waxed  so  enthusiastic 
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about  the  former  sovereign  state,  with  its  embassies  in  Paris,  London 
and  St.  Petersburg,  with  its  rich  merchants,  its  educated  class  and  even 
its  flourishing  agriculture  [!]  that  one  is  tempted  to  ask  how  France  could 
justify  its  rule  in  Morocco  at  all.^i  In  defence  of  his  policy,  Lyautey 
asserted  that  the  protectorate  functioned  well  and  was  not  just  a  fagade.^^ 
However,  he  was  highly  critical  of  the  internal  administrative  organs. 
In  his  magnificent  expose  of  i8  November  1920^3  he  contrasted  theory 
and  practice,  asserting  that  in  actual  fact  neither  the  sultan  nor  the 
vizirs  had  any  power  and  did  not  even  have  an  advisory  say  in  the  gov¬ 
ernment;  the  relationship  between  maghzen  and  colonial  administration 
was  only  a  formal  one,  of  no  political  significance.  Even  in  local  affairs, 
the  collaboration  of  the  Moroccans  was  usually  a  mere  fiction;  “in  effect, 
we  are  drawing  closer  and  closer  to  direct  administration”.  Lyautey 
emphatically  warned  against  this.  The  world  war,  he  said,  had  created  a 
new  situation,  since  thousands  of  Moroccans  had  fought  or  worked  in 
Europe,  sovereign  rights  had  been  proclaimed,  and  in  Russia,  Egypt, 
Tunisia  and  Algeria  revolutionary  resistance  had  begun  that  was  echoing 
in  Morocco  too.^^  The  young  generation  was  sensitive  to  its  exclusion 
from  public  affairs: 

they  suffer  from  it  and  they  speak  about  it.  It  is  only  a  step  from  there  to 
becoming  receptive,  when  the  day  comes,  to  suggestions  about  regaining 
their  rights  and  to  hostile  aspirations.  They  will  become  more  and  more 
aware  of  their  value  and  their  strength  .  .  .  [the  Berbers]  have  nothing  of 
the  habitual  inertia  of  the  Eastern  Muslims.  They  are  a  laborious,  active 
people,  avid  for  instruction,  open  to  new  ideas  .  .  .  [Morocco  would  soon 
be  over-populated  and  the  Europeans  would  become  a  diminishing  mi¬ 
nority].  So  we  will  have  only  a  very  fragile  dam  with  which  to  oppose 
the  tidal  wave.  There  would  be  no  greater  danger  than  allowing  European 
immigrants  to  commit  imprudences  for  which  they  will  have  to  pay  dearly, 
than  allowing  the  seeds  of  discontentment  and  unease  to  grow  among  this 
people. 

Lyautey  wanted  to  inspire  his  subordinates  with  loyalty  to  the  idea  of 
the  protectorate  and  asked  them  to  behave  accordingly.  They  should 
be  prepared  to  collaborate  with  the  sultan  and  the  maghzen  and  to 
train  young  Moroccans  for  government  offices  so  they  could  gradually 
replace  the  French.^®  For  if  the  elite  was  not  able  to  collaborate,  it 
would  be  driven  into  opposition.  France  must  play  its  role  as  tutor 
and  “big  brother”, 

benefitting  in  this  way  from  having  to  deal  not  with  dust  but  with  a 
nation  whose  emancipation  will  take  place  under  our  tutelage,  under  our 
direction,  to  our  profit,  whereas  it  would  be  a  dangerous  illusion  if  we  were 
to  imagine  that  we  shall  control  it  indefinitely  with  our  thin  and  fragile 
pellicle  of  occupation. 
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These  phrases  show  astonishing  far-sightedness  on  the  part  of  the 
proconsul,  even  if  one  takes  into  account  that  he  was  primarily  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  class  of  notables,  whom  he  saw  as  the  future  elite,  and 
scarcely  paid  any  attention  to  the  more  bourgeois  heralds  of  national 
emancipation.  It  was  this  unrest  and  these  nationalist  currents  in  Asia 
and  the  Middle  East,  now  beginning  to  affect  North  Africa,  that  led 
him  to  expect  national  emancipation  in  Morocco  too  after  the  First 
World  War.  Until  then  he  had  evidently  been  convinced  that  the  pro¬ 
tectorate  policy  of  “economic  and  social  penetration”  would  develop 
into  “close  collaboration”,  and  that  the  Moroccans  would  continue  to 
accept  France  as  their  protector.^®  But  around  1920  he  was  willing  to 
admit  the  temporary  nature  of  the  protectorate  and  in  1926  he  is  alleged 
to  have  said  to  a  friend:  “It  will  be  necessary  within  ten  years  to  re¬ 
consider  Moroccan  independence.”^’^  We  have  no  precise  details  as  to 
how  he  expected  dissociation  to  take  place.  No  doubt  Lyautey  trusted 
in  the  existence  of  economic  and  spiritual  ties  between  Morocco  and 
France  and  counted  on  bilateral  agreements  that  would  give  the  former 
colonial  power  a  privileged  position.  The  question  was  not  yet  topical 
for  him,  and  he  said  no  more  about  it  in  later  years.  What  we  must  note 
here  is  that  Lyautey  of  all  people — and  one  can  compare  him  to  Lord 
Milner  in  this  respect — warned  against  illusions  in  face  of  the  Arab 
emancipation  movement  and  accepted  the  implications  of  his  concepts. 
Since  he  set  off  the  protectorate  against  annexation,  putting  no  trust 
in  the  vague  notion  of  association,  he  had  to  be  prepared  to  set  a 
term  to  Morocco’s  dependency  and  to  accept  the  possibility  of  future 
self-government. 

But  were  the  mother  country  and  Lyautey’s  successors  prepared  to  do 
this?  In  1920  Lyautey  himself  had  had  to  confess  the  partial  failure  of 
his  policy  and  in  the  following  years  it  was  only  with  difhculty  that  he 
managed  to  impose  it  in  the  face  of  the  pressures  brought  against  him. 
He  was  obliged  to  admit  with  great  disappointment  that  the  French 
had  direct  administration  “under  their  skin”.^®  No  Moroccan  staff  was 
available  to  replace  the  French  officials.  Perhaps  the  metropolis  was 
proud  of  the  achievements  of  the  great  proconsul,  yet  people  either  did 
not  understand  his  aims  or  interpreted  them  as  a  conservative  anti-re¬ 
publican  policy  which  would  eventually  be  “normalized”  and  replaced 
by  the  more  “progressive”  policy  of  integration.  A  change  in  this  direction 
began  immediately  after  the  marshal’s  retirement.  His  successor,  Steeg, 
a  Radical  Socialist  politician  appointed  by  the  Cartel  des  Gauches, 
had  been  governor-general  of  Algeria  and  carried  Algerian  methods  of 
administration  to  Morocco.  For  instance,  he  appointed  an  official  from 
Algeria  who  had  no  experience  in  Morocco  as  the  new  director  for 
native  affairs  and  quickly  replaced  Lyautey’s  team.^®.  Moreover,  Steeg 
was  a  man  who  made  decisions  at  his  desk  and,  unlike  Lyautey,  neither 
associated  with  the  natives  nor  established  contacts  with  Moroccan 
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authorities.  The  number  of  French  oEcials  in  the  country  grew  rapidly 
and  by  the  end  of  1928  there  were  14,412,  whereas  Britain  managed 
with  4888  in  India!^®  No  doubt  the  French  officials  accomplished  a 
great  deal  in  economically  developing  the  land,  but  they  were  a  burden 
on  the  budget  and  prevented  the  Moroccans  from  gaining  access  to  the 
administration.  Education  was  not  modernized,  as  would  have  complied 
with  a  Radical  Socialist  colonial  policy,  and  Steeg  did  not  train  an 
administrative  or  technical  and  economic  Moroccan  cadre.  In  addition, 
Steeg,  unlike  Lyautey,  deliberately  encouraged  colonization^^;  in  June 
1926  he  declared  to  the  Rabat  chamber  of  commerce:  “We  must  ensure 
the  growth  of  the  French  people  by  a  methodical  development  of 
colonization.”^^  As  in  Algeria,  he  gave  special  support  to  the  small 
settlers.®®  A  law  in  1927  made  expropriation  of  property  easier,®*  while 
the  administration  gave  the  settlers  financial  support  and  tax  privileges.®® 
This  benefited  the  Moroccan  economy,  since  the  modern  factories  con¬ 
centrated  on  export  production,  but  the  discrepancy  between  the  Euro¬ 
pean  and  the  native  sector  became  even  more  distinct.  When  the  Euro¬ 
peans  experienced  difficulties  after  the  depression,  the  Moroccan  state  had 
to  intervene  to  give  financial  aid  from  its  budget  resources,  which  largely 
came  from  taxation  of  the  Muslim  inhabitants. 

The  French  Moroccans  also  were  granted  a  greater  political  voice. 
In  1927  Steeg  created  a  third  college  in  the  government  council,  consist¬ 
ing  of  elected  representatives  of  the  French  citizens.  The  council  be¬ 
came  increasingly  political  in  nature,  assumed  parliamentary  functions 
and  made  insistent  demands.®®  The  settlers’  demands  had  a  decidedly 
colonialist  accent:  they  wanted  administrative  support  and  economic  aid, 
attacked  even  modest  attempts  at  social  legislation  for  the  Moroccans,®'^ 
criticized  the  “soft”  policy  of  the  resident,  demanded  stricter  “control” 
of  the  caids  and  reintroduction  of  collective  punishment,  etc.®®  Similarly 
in  1934  Frangaise  demanded  the  prohibition  of  the  journal 

Maghreb,  published  by  young  socialists  in  Paris,  and  wanted  the  pro¬ 
tectorate  power  to  take  complete  control  of  criminal  cases: 

It  is  clear  that  our  native  policy  requires  serious  reform.  We  must  restore 
order  in  the  street  and  above  all  in  men’s  minds.  If  we  are  not  firmly 
resolved  to  have  France  represented  by  its  own  representatives,  to  suppress 
any  attacks  against  French  authority  without  hesitation,  we  shall  have  to 
abandon  our  colonial  policy  and  overseas  expansion.®® 

The  French  Moroccans  took  a  strong  stand  against  the  resident-general, 
Ponsot,  formed  a  committee  of  coordination  and  demanded  legislative 
powers  for  the  government  council.*® 

In  our  context  it  is  particularly  important  to  note  that  the  writers  on 
colonial  policy  either  openly  rejected  the  protectorate  concept — and  de¬ 
manded  direct  administration** — or  reinterpreted  it,  until  it  became 
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meaningless.  Andr6  Colliez,  for  instance,  who  distinguished  three  forms 
of  protectorate  in  his  detailed  work  Notre  protectorat  marocain  1912- 
1930,  counted  Morocco  as  a  “protectorate  of  administration”,  in  which 
the  protector  power 

holds  all  the  strings,  controls  all  the  machinery;  the  governing  bodies  of 
the  country  have  no  more  than  the  appearance  of  authority,  everything  they 
do  has  been  suggested  to  them,  imposed  sometimes,  but  it  is  they  who  do 
it.  They  alone  act.^^ 

Colliez  did  not  intend  this  to  be  a  criticism  of  the  existing  situation, 
but  rather  an  affirmation  of  French  colonial  policy!  Similarly,  the  well- 
known  specialist  on  colonial  law,  Arthur  Girault,  had  no  sympathy  at 
all  with  Lyautey’s  aims,  and  welcomed  the  change  from  protectorate  to 
colonial  status,  adding:  “What  does  it  matter  whether  this  protectorate 
is  or  is  not  transformed  into  annexation  later?  The  essential  is  to  have 
not  the  appearance  but  the  reality  of  power. In  1926  Doucet,  in  his 
Commentaires,  did  in  fact  call  Lyautey  “the  master  of  masters”,  but 
continued  by  demanding  both  more  intensive  colonization  and  representa¬ 
tion  of  the  protectorate  in  the  French  parliament  (naturally  only  the 
French  would  vote).^^  A  series  of  articles  in  Correspondant  once  again 
attacked  the  general  public’s  lack  of  interest  in  questions  of  empire  and 
praised  the  success  of  the  Rif  revolt;  but  it  also  demanded  a  strong  pro- 
Berber  policy  and  wanted  to  transform  the  Moroccan  into  “a  true 
Frenchman”.  Small-scale  colonization  was  being  neglected,  although  this 
alone  could  provide  a  “solid  armature”.  The  aim  of  a  French  maghreb 
policy  should  be 

to  ensure  for  our  race  a  field  of  expansion  which  supplements  that  of 
Algeria  and  to  maintain  before  the  world  our  traditions,  our  language  and 
our  culture,  against  the  eompetition  of  the  immense  domains  of  the 
yellow,  Anglo-Saxon  and  Spanish  worlds.^® 

So  the  French  explicitly  or  tacitly  considered  the  Morocco  protectorate 
similar  to  Algeria.  Although  there  were  constant  references  to  Lyautey, 
his  concepts  were  no  longer  understood.  Morocco  and  Tunisia  were 
treated  not  as  states  but  as  colonies,  as  potentially  integral  parts  of 
Greater  France  that  should  be  administered  accordingly.  It  was  openly 
admitted  that  Moroecan  institutions  and  authorities  were  nothing  more 
than  fagades,  and  people  were  actually  proud  of  the  fact  that  they  had 
made  the  protectorate  serve  their  own  ends  so  well  and  that  in  spite  of 
earlier  fictions  they  had  set  up  a  more  or  less  direet  administration.  They 
did  not,  it  is  true,  go  so  far  as  to  demand  annexation  and  integration, 
and  the  question  of  the  future  was  left  open.  But  at  the  same  time, 
there  was  no  word  to  the  effect  that  the  protectorate  might  one  day 
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come  to  an  end:  France  was  in  Morocco  and  would  remain  in  Morocco! 

The  nationalist  movement  in  Morocco  was  supported  both  by  the 
class  of  notables  and  by  the  young  intelligentsia.  Finding  good  grounds 
for  protest  in  the  Berber  dahir  of  1930, it  was  nevertheless  either  not 
taken  seriously  or  repressed.  Tire  “Comitd  d’action  marocaine”  began 
by  agitating  for  a  “return  to  the  protectorate”.  It  demanded  less  direct 
administration,  the  replacement  of  the  French  directors  by  Moroccan 
ministers,  an  elected  national  council,  a  Moroccan  university  and  eco¬ 
nomic  and  social  reforms,  but  it  did  not  yet  demand  independence.  Its 
1934  reformes  was  rejected  by  the  resident-general,  Ponsot.^^ 

The  nationalists’  demands  were  perhaps  hardly  realizable  at  the  time, 
but  they  could  at  least  have  formed  a  basis  for  negotiations.  Yet  France 
was  unwilling  to  “compromise”  and  defended  the  status  quo.  Here  again 
the  result  was  depoliticization,  for  the  Moroccan  elite  was  neither  em¬ 
ployed  in  the  administration  of  its  own  country  nor  did  it  have  a  representa¬ 
tive  body  through  which  it  could  have  gained  political  influence  and 
made  its  demands  heard. 

Berque^®  rightly  saw  a  parallel  between  the  Ferhat  Abbas  campaign 
for  naturalization  in  statute  in  Algeria,  and  the  Moroccan  call  for  a  return 
to  the  protectorate.  In  both  cases  the  issue  was  emancipation,  and  the 
Muslim  dite  demanded  equal  rights  and  liberty.  One  might  add  that 
France  was  challenged  to  put  into  practice  the  policy  it  had  been  pro¬ 
claiming  for  so  long,  and  to  accept  its  implications:  legal  and  political 
equality  in  Algeria  (in  the  name  of  integration  and  assimilation),  but  in 
Morocco  a  true  protectorate,  i.e.  internal  autonomy  and  administrative 
positions  in  government  for  the  Moroccans.  But  in  both  cases  France  re¬ 
fused  to  recognize  the  consequences  of  its  own  proclamations.  Just  as  the 
assimilative  reforms  failed  in  Algeria,  in  Morocco  no  attempt  was  made 
to  return  to  the  protectorate.  In  the  political  writings  of  the  1930s  there 
were,  it  is  true,  a  few  critical  articles  on  France’s  Moroccan  and  Tunisian 
policy,^®  but  not  even  the  Popular  Front  government  was  able  to  bring 
about  a  change  of  course.  General  Nogues  tried  to  make  certain  liberal 
reforms  and  reopened  talks  with  the  sultan,  but  he  soon  found  himself 
obliged  to  take  repressive  measures  and  to  arrest  the  nationalist  leaders.  At 
any  rate,  authoritarian  rule,  beneath  the  fajade  of  a  protectorate,  survived 
until  the  beginning  of  the  war. 

France  was  proud  of  Lyautey’s  achievements  in  Morocco.  His  work  was 
praised  because  it  seemed  to  justify  France’s  claims  to  colonial  power.  The 
critics  of  assimilation  thought  the  marshal’s  concept  of  the  protectorate 
was  a  more  up-to-date  and  generous  method  of  maintaining  and  stimu¬ 
lating  Muslim  society.  But  it  was  inevitable  that  the  protectorate  should 
become  more  and  more  of  a  fagade,  since  France  was  not  content 
with  the  policy  of  laissez-faire  as  pursued  by  Britain  in  the  Indian  and 
Malayan  princely  states,  but  instead  aimed  at  economic  development. 
It  was  difficult  to  reconcile  this  development  with  the  slow  modernization 
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and  restoration  of  the  country’s  "medieval”  social  and  administrative 
structure  demanded  under  the  protectorate  without  the  help  of  the 
French  civil  service.  Moreover,  France  could  not  repudiate  its  centrist 
and  bureaucratic  traditions  and  so,  consciously  or  unconsciously,  it  ap¬ 
plied  Algerian  administrative  methods  in  the  protectorates  and  eventually 
pursued  a  form  of  colonization  that  was  hardly  reconcilable  with  indirect 
rule.5« 

Morocco  and  Tunisia  were  considered  part  of  Greater  France — not 
institutionally  but  in  the  French  mind.  Although  this  did  not  prevent 
France  from  repealing  the  protectorate  agreement  and  eventually  granting 
independence,  it  did  make  such  a  procedure  seem  like  “surrender”,  which 
France  wanted  to  avoid  at  all  costs.  There  were  no  views  on  the  future 
of  the  protectorate  in  the  colonial  discussion  between  the  wars,  and  it 
is  symptomatic  that  even  those  writers  who  criticized  the  actual  situation 
and  were  in  favour  of  various  reforms  said  nothing  about  the  future  of 
French  policy.  Self-government  or  independence,  which  would  basically 
have  been  in  line  with  the  protectorate  concept,  were  unmentionable. 
People  spoke  of  association  or  collaboration  but  were  unable  to  offer  any 
practical  details.  Not  until  after  the  Second  World  War  was  there  any 
attempt  to  give  “association”  an  institutional  basis,  in  the  form  of  states 
that  were  autonomous  in  internal  affairs  but  whose  foreign  policy  and 
defence  were  under  the  control  of  the  French  Union.  But  the  “associa¬ 
tion  ’  agreement  never  took  effect,  for  Morocco  and  Tunisia  now 
demanded  independence  or  at  least  the  recognition  of  their  right  to  in¬ 
dependence,  which  France  refused.  Until  the  end,  France  tried  to  main¬ 
tain  the  institutional  ties.  When  decolonization  eventually  took  place  it 
did  not  entail  a  re-examination  and  repeal  of  earlier  agreements,  which 
would  have  complied  with  the  concept  of  the  protectorate  and  had  been 
done  by  Great  Britain  between  the  wars,  but  it  happened  in  a  round¬ 
about  fashion,  giving  rise  to  new  terms  such  as  “co-sovereignty”  and 
“interdependence”.  The  only  result,  however,  was  what  Lyautey  had 
already  foreseen  in  1920. 


COLONIAL  POLITICS  DURING  THE  SECOND  WORLD 

WAR 


After  the  fall  of  France  in  1940  the  colonies  had  to  take  a  position  for  or 
against  the  exile  government  of  General  Charles  de  Gaulle.  At  hrst  de 
Gaulle  seems  to  have  intended  to  join  Nogues  in  Morocco  or  Puaux  in 
Syria,^  but  on  27  June  he  summoned  the  governors  and  military  leaders 
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of  the  Empire  to  become  a  part  of  the  council  of  defense  of  overseas 
France  whose  aim  it  is  to  organize  and  to  co-ordinate  all  the  elements  of 
French  resistance  in  the  Empire  and  in  England” Free  France  was  to 
organize  itself  in  the  colonial  Empire  and  to  continue  its  resistance 
there.  The  colonies,  which  had  previously  been  merely  an  appendage 
to  the  mother  country,  gained  new  importance  in  the  mind  of  General 
de  Gaulle  and  his  colleagues,  since  they  gave  Free  France  its  first 
territorial  basis  from  which  to  reconquer  metropolitan  France. 

The  summons  of  27  June  was  largely  unheard.  General  Gatroux, 
governor-general  of  Indochina,  would  have  been  willing  to  join  de  Gaulle, 
but  he  had  been  replaced  on  25  June  by  Admiral  Decoux.  Puaux  in 
Syria,  Peyrouton  in  Tunisia  and  Nogues  in  Morocco,  after  some  hesita¬ 
tion,  chose  Vichy.  The  fear  that  if  they  joined  London  they  would  be 
more  or  less  open  to  attack  by  the  German  and  Italian  armies  played  as 
great  a  part  in  their  decision  as  the  conservative  attitude  of  the  high 
military  and  colonial  officials,  their  traditional  anglophobia— which  was 
renewed  after  the  French  naval  defeat  at  Mers-el-Kebir— or  the  fact  that 
Marshal  Petain,  the  hero  of  Verdun,  was  now  head  of  state.  In  Black 
Africa,  Gayla  in  Madagascar  and  Boisson,  governor-general  of  French 
West  Africa  who  had  been  appointed  high  commissioner  for  the  whole 
of  Africa  south  of  the  Sahara,  supported  Vichy.  At  first  Boisson  had 
hesitated,  but  on  4  July  he  gave  the  order  to  adhere  to  the  armistice 
and  forbade  all  attempts  “to  constitute  on  this  territory  any  illegal 
representative  organs”,  i.e.  to  take  up  contacts  with  Free  France.^  But 
in  Lagos  General  de  Gaulle  managed,  by  means  of  a  special  mission 
under  Plevan  and  Larminat,  to  win  over  Gameroun  and  Equatorial 
Africa.  The  Guianese  governor  of  Tchad,  Eboue,  whom  Georges  Mandel 
had  transferred  from  Guadeloupe  to  Africa  in  November  1938,  played 
a  laudable  role,  for  he  decided  in  favour  of  de  Gaulle  early  on  and 
thus  made  it  easier  for  Free  France  to  gain  a  foothold  in  Africa.  Soon 
after,  he  was  appointed  governor-general  and  in  years  to  come  he  was, 
no  doubt  rightly,  celebrated  as  the  representative  of  a  successful  French 
policy  of  assimilation.^ 

We  do  not  propose  to  describe  in  detail  the  reconquest  of  the  colonial 
Empire.  The  first  action,  the  attempt  to  rally  French  West  Africa  by  a 
British  naval  attack  on  Dakar,  failed  owing  to  Boisson's  resistance,  and 
he  was  able  to  hold  the  seat  of  his  office.  The  occupation  of  Syria  and 
Lebanon  by  British  and  French  troops  followed  in  June  1941,  and  General 
Gatroux  took  over  the  administration  in  the  name  of  Free  France.  In 
May  1942  Britain  attacked  Madagascar,  followed  in  November  by  the 
Allied  landing  in  North  Africa.  Indochina,  however,  remained  under 
Japanese  control  until  1945. 

At  the  same  time  that  Free  France  was  relying  heavily  on  the  colonial 
Empire  for  support  in  its  attempts  to  regain  the  metropolis,  nationalist 
aspirations  in  the  colonies  were  becoming  more  pronounced.  The  col- 
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lapse  of  the  ruling  power  without  a  struggle,  combined  with  the  barrage 
of  anti-colonial  propaganda  launched  by  the  enemy  as  well  as  by  the 
Allies,  served  to  undermine  its  authority.  Economic  problems  in  the 
colonies  made  it  easier  for  the  nationalist  organizations  to  rally  the 
masses  and  the  time  seemed  ripe  for  presenting  their  demands,  or  even 
imposing  them  by  force.  France  had  ceased  for  the  most  part  to  be  a 
consumer  and  supplier  of  goods  and  it  was  becoming  increasingly  more 
difficult  to  find  a  market  for  colonial  products.  Prices  were  rising  and 
there  was  the  problem  of  the  black  market.  In  the  areas  that  had  been 
recovered  by  Great  Britain,  a  market  for  colonial  products  could  be 
guaranteed  only  if  prices  were  lowered — French  prices  before  the  war 
had  been  above  the  world  market  level.  The  reduction  of  prices  would 
affect  colonial  producers.  Forced  production,  sometimes  by  authoritarian 
measures,  and  the  lack  of  import  goods  created  additional  problems.®  The 
nationalist  movements  tried  to  exploit  this  situation  and,  instead  of 
assimilative  reforms  such  as  easier  naturalization,  freedom  of  the  press, 
franchise  or  equal  social  legislation,  or  better  native  representation  in 
the  administration,  leaders  in  Syria  and  Indochina,  in  the  North  African 
protectorates,  and  even  in  Algeria  raised  a  unanimous  and  resolute  de¬ 
mand  for  independence.  Ferhat  Abbas’  Algerian  Manifesto  of  February 
1943  exemplifies  this  trend. 

Was  General  de  Gaulle’s  Free  France  willing  to  meet  these  extensive 
demands?  How  did  it  envisage  the  future? 

Before  going  into  this,  we  should  make  a  few  comments  on  the  Vichy 
Government’s  colonial  policy.  To  this  day  it  is  still  overshadowed  by 
the  general  discussion  and  has  not  yet  been  appraised  objectively.  It  is 
too  easy  to  characterize  Vichy  policy  as  one  of  racial  discrimination 
and  ruthless  exploitation  of  native  labour  in  contrast  to  Free  France’s 
policy  of  generous  reforms.  It  is  undeniable  that  the  colonial  policy 
was  dominated  by  the  conservative  tendencies  that  characterized  the 
Vichy  system  as  a  whole  and  that  there  were  no  real  innovations.  The 
Vichy  regime,  however,  was  under  pressure  from  Allied  propaganda,  had 
few  means  of  asserting  itself  and  was  therefore  forced  to  make  some  con¬ 
cessions.  In  April  1941  General  Dentz  promised  the  Syrian  nationalists, 
who  had  organized  strikes  and  demonstrations,  independence  after  the 
war  and  granted  them  a  cabinet  with  a  prime  minister  and  consultative 
assemblies.  In  Indochina  the  much-abused  Admiral  Decoux  skilfully 
managed  to  maintain  a  semblance  of  French  authority  although  Japanese 
troops  had  already  entered  and  the  Japanese  embassy  and  secret  police 
had  established  contact  with  the  nationalists  and  were  agitating  against 
France.  On  the  one  hand  Decoux  supervised  and  persecuted  the  na¬ 
tionalists,  but  on  the  other  he  also  promoted  “local  patriotism”,  tried  to 
ensure  the  prestige  of  Emperor  Bao  Dai  and  accepted  an  increased 
number  of  Annamites  into  the  administration.®  In  Algeria,  by  contrast, 
the  administration  surrendered  to  the  traditional  anti-semitism  of  the 
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settlers  and  repealed  the  Loi  Creminaux  of  1870  which  nationalized 
Algerian  Jews;  nationalist  opposition  was  suppressed  and  bided  its  time. 
In  Black  Africa  racial  discrimination  also  increased,  as  demonstrated  by 
the  dissolution  of  the  colonial  council  and  the  elected  municipal  councils 
of  the  Four  Communes.^  On  the  other  hand,  in  August  1941  High 
Commissioner  Boisson  issued  administrative  orders  which  resembled 
similar  pronouncements  between  the  wars  and  can  be  compared  to  those 
of  Ebou6.® 

Little  political  writing  appeared  at  the  time.  Marshal  Petain  wrote  a 
foreword,  in  the  form  of  a  letter,  to  UEmpire  frangais  de  demain, 
published  in  1943,®  which  the  dominant  accents  are  anti-semitism  and 
polemics  against  foreigners  in  the  colonies  and  against  the  Popular  Front 
government.^®  Naturally  Petain  objected  to  assimilation  because  it  would 
either  reduce  the  metropolitan  French  colonists  to  a  minority,  or  would 
at  least  result  in  breaking  the  promises  that  had  been  made  to  them. 
The  term  “French  citizen”  could  apply  only  to  a  Frenchman,  not  to  an 
African  or  Asian,  he  said.  The  book  considered  establishing  a  system 
of  imperial  civil  rights  to  be  granted  individually  to  a  loyal  elite  that 
would  also  obtain  wider  representation  in  “mixed  bodies”  in  the  respective 
colonies.  The  author  concentrated  on  Africa  believing,  like  Guernier, 
that  the  continent  was  destined  “to  become  the  chief  field  of  exploitation 
and  expansion  in  Europe”.^^ 

Ren4  Maunier  deserves  further  mention.  A  member  of  the  Colonial 
Academy  and  of  the  international  Colonial  Institute,  he  published  his 
U Empire  frangais,  propos  et  projets  in  1943.^^  In  it  he  mentioned 
the  colonial  peoples’  desire  for  emancipation,  but  dismissed  it  as  “a 
dream  ...  for  tomorrow”.^®  He  was  not  concerned  with  conciliating  or 
channelling  national  aspirations  by  means  of  concessions  or  reforms. 
To  his  mind  “Empire”  meant  the  extended  French  nation,  a  French 
state  of  a  hundred  million  inhabitants,  “citizens  or  subjects,  but  all 
French  by  law”.  With  this  empty  phrase  he  put  aside  the  old  dispute 
about  naturalization  and  the  problem  of  the  demarcation  between  “citi¬ 
zen”  and  “subject” Maunier  also  described  the  Empire  as  “a  com¬ 
munity,  a  collective  organism,  a  living  being”,  which  already  existed  in 
fact  and  should  now  be  given  a  legal  framework.  He  considered  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  “declare  the  unity  of  the  French  Empire  by  publicly  and  solemnly 
proclaiming  in  the  Constitution  that  the  national  territory,  and  hence 
the  French  State,  is  the  French  Empire,  apart  from  the  protectorates”.^® 
Civil  rights,  taxation,  mining  and  land  rights  should  be  centralized.  This 
was  not,  he  said,  a  question  of  assimilation  and  it  was  ridiculous  to 
create  “grotesque  caricatures”  of  French  conditions  and  to  organize 
elections  on  the  French  pattern.  Maunier  agreed  to  certain  reforms, 
including  a  relaxation  of  the  indigenat,  and  wanted  to  make  naturaliza¬ 
tion  possible  but  only  on  condition  “that  they  should  fully  understand 
that  to  be  Frenchmen  is  to  live  as  Frenchmen,  to  adopt  our  customs 
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and  to  obey  our  laws”.  Instead  of  domination  this  would  lead  to  an 
association  of  which  the  natives  would  approve,  “acquiring  a  taste  for  it 
and  accepting  it  deliberately”.  Like  Paillard,  Maunier  had  a  “vision  of  a 
Eurafrica”,  a  more  or  less  autarchic  large-scale  economy.  There  was  no 
lack  of  references  to  Dr  Wagemann,  Dr  Funk  and  Dr  LeyP® 

Paillard  and  Maunier  adopted  and  elaborated  the  theses  of  the  con¬ 
servative  and  colonialist  political  writers  between  the  wars.  The  integration 
of  the  colonies  that  they  postulated  did  not  correspond  to  political  as¬ 
similation  of  the  natives,  which  meant  that  integration  would  primarily 
benefit  the  French  colonials  and  would  facilitate  the  economic  exploita¬ 
tion  of  Africa.  They  did  not  contemplate  liberal  reforms  and  clearly  sup¬ 
ported  the  Vichy  rulers’  attitude.  The  only  fairly  new  idea  was  that  the 
integration  of  the  colonies  should  be  reflected  in  their  constitutions. 
This  was  done  in  a  draft  constitution  proposed  by  the  Vichy  regime; 
but  basically  it  merely  “legalized”  the  existing  situation.^^ 

While  Vichy  largely  succeeded  in  avoiding  losing  the  French  colonies 
to  the  Axis  powers  and  superficially  at  least  ensured  the  continuity  of  its 
rule,  Brazzaville  became  the  capital  of  Free  France.  Here,  on  27  October 
1940,  de  Gaulle  personally  announced  the  formation  of  a  “Conseil  de 
Defense  de  I’Empire”.  Since  Vichy  was  collaborating  with  the  enemy, 
de  Gaulle  said  he  was  the  legitimate  government  of  France  and  would 
negotiate  questions  regarding  overseas  France  with  the  foreign  powers. 
Members  of  the  council  included  Gatroux,  Muselier,  Larminat,  Eboue, 
d’Argenlieu  and  Leclerc.  De  Gaulle  created  a  high  commission  for  the 
colonies  which  he  entrusted  first  to  Leclerc,  then  to  Larminat.  The  new 
governor-general  of  French  Equatorial  Africa,  Eboue,  was  given  the  task 
of  issuing  directives  for  the  administration,  thus  creating  the  basis  for  a 
Free  French  colonial  doctrine. 

In  November  1941  Eboue  summoned  a  conference  of  fifty  governors, 
administrators,  missionaries  and  specialists  and  presented  his  report.  La 
nouvelle  politique  indigene  pour  VAfrique  equatoriale  frangaise.  After 
three  days’  debate  the  report  was  accepted  in  its  essentials  and  went  to 
the  colonial  administration  as  a  circular.^®  It  is  worth  noting  that  the 
unrest  among  the  evolues,  who  were  claiming  full  civil  rights  and  no 
longer  paying  their  taxes,  was  at  least  one  of  the  motives  for  the  con¬ 
ference  and  for  Eboue’s  pronouncements,  which  were  to  be  of  importance 
for  the  future.^®  In  line  with  Free  France’s  at  least  verbally  expressed 
desire  for  reform,  Eboue  used  the  term  “revolution”  in  his  opening 
address.  French  Equatorial  Africa,  he  said,  was  fighting  for  its  life:  there 
was  a  lack  of  trained  staff  and  necessary  material  and  the  native  peoples 
were  in  a  state  of  crisis;  in  certain  areas  the  native  population  was 
actually  decreasing,  partly  as  a  result  of  the  economic  policy  and  the 
migratory  movements,  partly  because  African  society  bad  lost  its  tradi¬ 
tional  cadre  and  was  “disintegrating  and  dispersing”.  Economic  develop¬ 
ment  was  not  possible,  however,  without  a  strong  and  healthy  population; 


FRANCE 


363 

if  necessary  one  should  even  consider  the  importation  of  foreign  labour! 
Eboue  took  a  strong  stand  against  assimilation  and  direct  administration: 

to  make  or  remake  a  society,  if  not  in  our  image,  at  least  according  to  our 
habits  of  mind,  is  to  proceed  towards  certain  defeat.  Tire  native  has 
customs,  laws,  a  fatherland  [1]  which  are  not  ours.  We  will  not  make  him 
happy  either  on  the  principles  of  the  French  Revolution  or  by  substituting 
our  officials  for  his  chiefs,  for  our  officials  will  think  for  him  but  not  in 
him. 


Traditional  African  society  with  its  indigenous  institutions  held  and 
formed  the  native.  His  land  and  his  tribe  were  his  “fatherland”,  without 
which  he  could  not  flourish  or  develop.  African  common  law  should  be 
applied  as  far  as  possible,  and  in  questions  of  civil  law  the  natives  should 
also  decide  for  themselves:  “They  will  do  so  much  better  than  us.”  On 
the  basis  of  his  experiences  in  Ubangi,  Eboue  rejected  the  thesis  that 
intervention  in  African  practices  was  necessary  to  prevent  abuses  in 
legal  practice,  etc.  These  abuses  were  not  so  very  reprehensible  and 
there  were  counter-forces  at  work.  So:  “We  shall  remain  extremely  dis¬ 
creet  legislators  .  .  .  Africa  must  keep,  and  perfect,  an  African  law.”^^ 
Chiefs  were  still  being  arbitrarily  appointed  and  deposed,  although  there 
was  no  great  choice  available,  for  “the  chief  pre-exists”!  The  traditional 
authorities  should  not  be  treated  as  officials  but  as  an  aristocracy  that 
deserved  respect;  “so  I  condemn  any  tendency  to  standardize  the  chiefs”. 

Eboue’s  actions  and  instructions  were  striking  but  not  really  original. 
They  followed  a  line  leading  from  Van  Vollenhoven  to  Boisson  and 
showed  the  influence  of  British  indirect  rule,  although  Eboue  did  not 
want  to  give  the  native  chiefs  their  own  treasuries  and  was  less  concerned 
with  tribal  and  state  structures  than  with  the  individual  African.  His 
theses  also  had  a  decidedly  conservative  accent  in  curious  contrast  to  the 
British  discussion  taking  place  at  the  same  time.  Eboue  wanted  an 
administration  that  would  function  with  the  help  of  the  chiefs  and 
notables,  even  propagating  this  as  a  “revolutionary”  new  departure,  at 
a  time  when  Britain  was  already  turning  away  from  indirect  rule  and 
had  resolved  to  rely  more  on  the  evolues.^^  Ebou6  was  aware  of  the 
fact  that  the  traditional  authorities  alone  were  no  longer  adequate  and 
that  a  class  of  natives  was  emerging,  particularly  in  the  towns,  that  stood 
outside  the  tribal  order  and  was  heavily  influenced  by  the  colonial  power. 
He  accused  the  Europeans  of  distrusting  the  evolues  instead  of  accepting 
them  and  training  them  to  become  self-sufficient.  He  wanted  to  over¬ 
come  the  citizen-subject  alternative  and  to  turn  the  attention  of  the 
native  to  the  affairs  of  his  own  country: 

Instead  of  the  vague  and  misconceived  conceptions  which  appear  to 

associate  certain  natives  to  the  Government  of  the  whole  of  France  or  the 
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whole  of  the  Empire,  we  will  take  pains,  without  demagogy  and  with  the 

certainty  of  doing  right,  to  transform  them  first  into  excellent  citizens  of 

their  own  country.^^ 

This  aim  was  to  be  achieved  by  a  “political  statute  of  the  evolues” 
by  which  the  administration  of  the  towns  that  stood  outside  native 
law  could  be  transferred  to  Africans.  Belgian  policy  in  the  neighbouring 
Congo  no  doubt  influenced  these  ideas. 

Ebou6  tried  to  put  his  theses  into  practice.  Apart  from  setting  up 
schools  and  a  labour  bureau,  he  created  the  new  legal  status  of  the 
notable  evolue  (29  July  1942)  and  the  first  “native  communes” But 
Ebou^  did  not  concern  himself  with  the  political  future— which  ad¬ 
mittedly  was  not  really  the  affair  of  the  governor.  Although  he  himself 
was  a  product  of  this  policy  of  assimilation,  he  did  not  consider  naturaliza¬ 
tion,  in  the  sense  of  the  acquisition  of  full  civil  rights  and  franchise  to  the 
French  parliament,  urgent,  and  was  more  concerned  with  cultural  and 
political  emancipation  in  the  local  sphere,  including  a  rapid  improvement 
of  the  educational  system.  Evidently  Ebou6  was  aiming  at  autonomous 
African  territories  within  a  greater  French  whole,  although  he  did  not 
go  into  further  details.  Nevertheless,  the  Guianese  governor-general’s 
circular  had  considerable  effect  and  influenced  preparations  for  the  con¬ 
stitution  of  the  French  Union  in  1946. 

The  invasion  of  North  Africa  in  November  1942  and  the  formation 
in  Algiers  on  3  June  1943  “Comite  National  Frangais  de  la 

Liberation  Nationale”  seemed  to  make  it  possible,  if  not  necessary,  to 
establish  guide-lines  for  a  post-war  colonial  policy.  The  evolues  had  begun 
to  agitate,  while  at  the  same  time  the  United  States  was  urging  that  the 
colonies  should  be  put  under  international  control  and  was  directing 
its  anti-colonialist  attacks  with  particular  vehemence  against  France.  In 
this  rather  critical  situation.  Free  France  tried  to  demonstrate  the  integral 
unity  of  the  “Empire”,  to  assert  itself  as  a  great  power  and  to  refute 
these  attacks  announcing  reforms.^®  General  de  Gaulle  realized  the  need 
for  such  reforms,  and  in  autumn  1943  he  instructed  the  commissioner 
for  colonies,  Ren6  Pleven,  to  set  up  a  commission;  at  the  same  time  the 
overseas  committee  of  the  consultative  assembly  of  the  Socialists  sum¬ 
moned  P.  O.  Lapie  to  submit  a  report.  On  13  January  1944  the  assembly 
briefly  debated  and  then  accepted  the  report.^®  Lapie  had  previously 
acted  as  governor  of  Tchad  and  had  put  Ebou^’s  directives  into  effect 
in  his  administrative  instructions;  de  Gaulle  read  these  and  is  said  to 
have  been  impressed  by  Lapie’s  plans  for  federation.^'^ 

Two  weeks  later  the  second  colonial  conference  met  in  Brazzaville 
(30  January  to  8  February  1944).  Under  the  chairmanship  of  Pleven, 
eighteen  governors,  technical  experts,  advisers  from  Tunisia  and  Morocco 
and  deputies  of  the  “parliament”  took  part.  General  de  Gaulle  under¬ 
lined  the  representative  nature  of  the  conference  by  flying  via  Dakar  to 
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Brazzaville  in  several  stages  with  “deliberate  solemnity” In  his  opening 
statement  he  spoke  of  the  “immense  events  which  are  overwhelming 
the  world”,  recalled  Fiance’s  civilizing  mission  and  stressed  the  need  to 
“establish  on  new  bases  the  conditions  for  the  economic  development 
of  our  Africa”  and  the  “imperial  power’s”  duty  to  settle  its  relationships 
anew  with  the  overseas  territories.  Tire  natives  should  participate  in  the 
administration  of  their  territory,  and  the  territories  should  be  “integrated 
into  the  French  community”.^®  Here  de  Gaulle  brought  into  play  the 
notion  of  the  “Community”  and  indicated,  though  in  very  vague  terms, 
his  own  colonial  concept:  a  certain  autonomy  within  Greater  France. 

Here  we  shall  devote  our  attention  only  to  the  conclusions  reached 
by  the  conference,  beginning  with  its  economic,  social  and  political 
recommendations.  The  governors  assembled  in  Brazzaville  naturally  re¬ 
ferred  to  .Eboue’s  circular,  but  paid  more  attention  to  the  dynamic 
element  than  their  African  colleagues  had  done.  The  younger  generation, 
so  they  said,  was  in  opposition  to  the  older  one  and  must  be  attended 
to,  for  “it  is  they  whom  we  must  not  disappoint  because  they  represent 
the  positive  element,  the  chief  motivating  element”.®®  In  contrast  to 
Eboue,  the  conference  stressed  the  need  to  modernize  and  regularize 
African  common  law  in  certain  critical  questions— the  position  of  women, 
the  dowry,  polygamy.  It  also  recommended  “constant  intervention  by 
the  Administration”  in  the  administration  of  Justice.  A  uniform  penal 
code  was  to  be  prepared  for  the  whole  of  French  Africa.  Particular 
attention  was  paid  to  the  improvement  of  the  educational  system,  which 
was  to  be  based  on  large-scale  planning,  the  building  of  schools  and 
a  scheme  for  rapidly  training  teachers.  An  academy  of  medicine  was  to 
be  created  in  Africa  on  the  model  of  that  of  Hanoi,  but  there  were  still 
no  plans  for  an  African  university.  The  racial  reforms  envisaged  sound 
rather  modest;  as  a  result  of  the  war  effort,  the  large-scale  exploitation 
of  African  resources  and  labour  took  precedence  over  all  else.  The 
indigenat  was  to  be  gradually  abolished;  forced  labour  would  remain 
until  after  the  war.  The  conference  even  recommended  that  compulsory 
labour  be  substituted  for  compulsory  military  service,  on  the  controversial 
model  of  Madagascar!  It  supported  industrialization,  but  rather  hesitantly. 
Tariff  rates  were  to  be  brought  more  closely  in  line  with  the  interests  of 
the  individual  colonies,  but  the  primary  aim  was  to  be  an  imperial 
economic  policy  directed  from  Paris  and  primarily  addressed  to  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  mother  country.  Unlike  Eboue,  or  perhaps  in  spite  of 
Eboue,  the  majority  of  governors  were  pro-assimilation.  This  was  evident 
in  the  emphatic  demand  that  teaching  should  be  conducted  entirely  in 
the  French  tongue  and  the  use  of  the  vernacular  should  be  “absolutely” 
forbidden.  It  was  also  evident  in  the  general  aims  of  native  policy: 

So  the  main  problem  consisted  in  seeking  the  surest  methods  of  pro¬ 
moting  the  evolution  of  these  native  masses  in  the  sense  of  an  assimilation 
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conforming  more  and  more  closely  to  the  principles  that  constitute  the 
common  basis  of  French  civilization.®^ 

Once  again  tradition  proved  stronger  than  all  opposing  tendencies, 
and  again  the  fundamental  distinctions  between  the  French  and  British 
concepts  became  clear!  Even  in  its  political  recommendations  and  ideas, 
the  Brazzaville  conference  remained  in  the  “imperial  tradition”  of  the 
inter-war  years,  wanting  to  integrate  the  colonies  “definitively”  into  the 
French  state  by  means  of  a  comprehensive  general  ruling.  The  question 
was  not  of  future  secession  but  rather  the  opposite — decolonization  and 
integration.  What  de  Gaulle  had  already  indicated  by  the  term  “Com¬ 
munity”  was  elaborated  by  Pleven  in  his  opening  speech: 

From  time  to  time  we  read  that  this  war  must  end  by  what  is  called  a 
liberation  of  the  colonial  peoples  [another  reference  to  the  anti-colonialism 
of  the  United  States].  In  the  great  colonial  France  there  are  no  peoples 
to  liberate  and  there  is  no  racial  discrimination  to  abolish  [!].  There  are 
people  who  feel  French  and  who  want  to  take  and  whom  France  wants  to 
give  a  greater  and  greater  part  in  the  life  and  democratic  institutions  of 
the  French  community.  There  are  people  whom  we  intend  to  lead,  step  by 
step,  towards  the  acquisition  of  their  own  personality,  in  the  case  of  the  more 
mature  populations,  towards  political  franchises,  but  who  do  not  want  to 
know  of  any  other  independence  than  the  independence  of  France.®® 

These  words  contained  both  the  practical  recommendations  of  the 
conference  and  the  general  programme  and  problems  of  French  colonial 
policy  immediately  after  the  Second  World  War.  France  felt  it  necessary 
to  reply  to  anti-colonial  pronouncements  and,  unlike  before  1939,  to 
prove  its  desire  for  decolonization.  At  the  same  time,  it  was  hypo¬ 
critically  declaring  that  there  were  no  people  under  French  rule  who 
had  to  be  liberated  or  wanted  to  be  liberated,  because  they  all  felt 
French  and  wanted  to  remain  French.®®  Although  the  demand  for  inde¬ 
pendence  could  be  heard  everywhere,  national  aspirations  were  not  taken 
seriously— Pleven’s  words  recall  Sarraut’s  phrase  that  “independence  ter¬ 
rifies  them”.  The  demand  for  emancipation  was  ascribed  to  individuals 
alone;  there  were  no  people  who  wanted  to  be  liberated,  at  most  there 
were  certain  individuals  who  claimed  equal  rights  and  liberties.  But 
France,  thought  Pleven,  either  had  already  granted  this  kind  of  liberty 
or  would  eventually  concede  it  within  the  French  Community  and  thus 
bring  decolonization  to  a  conclusion.  Liberty,  in  the  sense  of  national 
liberty,  i.e.  liberty  outside  France  and  with  sovereign  rights,  was  out  of 
the  question.  Only  France  as  a  whole  could  be  independent,  i.e.  the 
possessor  of  sovereignty.  A  decisive  and  much-quoted  passage,  which 
became  the  basis  of  all  further  political  proposals  for  reform,  was  unusually 
frank: 
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The  aims  of  the  civilizing  work  accomplished  by  France  in  the  colonies 
are  distinct  from  any  idea  of  autonomy,  any  possibility  of  evolution  outside 
the  bloc  of  the  French  Empire:  the  eventual,  or  even  ultimate  [!]  consti¬ 
tution  of  self-government  in  the  colonies  must  be  avoided.^^ 

The  rare  use  of  the  English  word  “self-government”  in  French  political 
writing  shows,  characteristically,  that  there  was  no  equivalent  term  in 
French  and  that  the  Brazzaville  conference  expressly  dissociated  itself 
from  the  British  policy.®®  Whatever  reforms  or  political  liberties  France 
conceded  could  be  granted  only  within  the  framework  of  the  French 
state  extended  overseas!  So  colonial  autonomy  and  native  participation 
were  not  meant  as  a  preliminary  step  towards  full  self-government  in  the 
British  sense,  but  merely  as  an  extended  form  of  administrative  de¬ 
centralization. 

We  want  the  political  power  of  France  to  be  exercised  with  precision 
and  rigour  in  all  the  territories  of  its  Empire.  We  also  want  the  colonies 
to  enjoy  great  administrative  and  economic  freedom.  We  also  want  the 
colonial  peoples  to  feel  this  freedom  themselves  and  want  their  sense  of 
responsibility  gradually  to  be  formed  and  trained  so  that  they  shall  become 
associated  in  the  administration  of  the  common  weal  in  their  country.®® 

This  “great  administrative  freedom”  also  applied  to  the  colony  proper, 
although  the  governors  were  thinking  of  an  extension  of  their  own 
sphere  of  influence  rather  than  “African  autonomy”.  The  Africans  would, 
so  to  speak,  indirectly  enjoy  their  “freedom”  and  “responsibility”;  they 
were  only  “associated”  in  the  administration  of  their  territory. 

The  attributions  ...  of  the  Assemblies  would  be  deliberative,  for  the 
budget  vote  and  the  establishment  of  programmes  for  new  works,  con¬ 
sultative  in  all  matters  pertaining  to  legislative  powers  or  rulings  vested  in 
the  governor.®'^ 

This  administrative  autonomy  was  to  be  settled  on  an  entirely  new  basis, 
by  the  creation  of  “representative  assemblies”  in  the  respective  territories, 
with  a  very  wide  franchise  for  the  Africans  but  separate  electoral  colleges 
for  French  and  natives. 

The  African  deputies  were  to  obtain  a  voice  in  budgetary  matters  and 
an  effective  share  in  the  administration.  But  legislative  powers  remained 
vested  in  Paris,  and  the  governor  would  continue  to  have  exclusive 
executive  powers.  The  natives  were  to  be  guaranteed  greater  access  to 
official  posts— we  recall  this  demand  from  the  inter-war  years— although 
at  the  same  time  it  was  stressed  that  “the  cadres  of  command  and 
direction  can  only  admit  French  citizens”.®®  Tliis  did  not  exclude  the 
Africans— as  long  as  they  were  naturalized  and  gave  up  their  personal 
status— but  it  made  it  clear  that  France  was  not  willing  to  surrender  any 
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of  its  powers  and  in  fact  granted  little  more  than  administrative  de¬ 
centralization  in  the  departments.  This  small  degree  of  political  self- 
government  corresponded  to  colonial  representation  in  the  parliament  of 
the  mother  country,  in  accordance  with  the  liberal  French  conception. 
What  was  the  Brazzaville  conference’s  view  of  this  issue? 

First  the  conference  recommended  colonial  representation  in  the  con¬ 
stitutional  assembly.  The  new  constitution,  unlike  the  pre'1875  one, 
would  have  to  include  overseas  France,  which  added  to  the  desire  to 
prove  the  indivisible  unity  of  Greater  France  and  led  to  the  demand 
for  the  representation  of  all  the  colonies  in  the  constitutional  assembly. 
For  the  first  time  it  was  established  that  the  colonies  would  have  a  part 
in  deciding  the  constitution  of  the  mother  country— and  not  only 
French  citizens,  but  the  native  population  too!  This  representation 
should  be  “adequate  to  the  importance  of  the  colonies  in  the  French 
community”,  a  phrase  which  sounded  “liberal”  but  in  fact  meant  that 
the  number  of  overseas  deputies  was  fixed  arbitrarily  and  was  not  in 
proportion  to  the  population,  as  was  the  case  in  the  metropolis.  This 
led  to  problems  which  were  to  seriously  affect  the  resulting  1946  con¬ 
stitution. 

Opinions  were  divided  as  to  whether  this  new  interpretation  also 
meant  colonial  representation  in  the  French  parliament.  The  final  resolu¬ 
tion  of  the  conference  made  it  clear  that  a  mere  rise  in  the  number  of 
deputies  was  not  a  satisfactory  solution;  it  was  better  to  have  a  “colonial 
parliament,  or  preferably  a  federal  assembly”.  The  duty  of  this  assembly 
would  be  to  reconcile  the  indivisible  unity  of  the  “French  world”  with 
the  “local  liberty  of  each  of  the  territories”.  The  very  important  issue 
of  the  distribution  of  authority  between  the  Paris  parliament,  the  federal 
assembly  and  the  territories  themselves  was  left  until  later.  Colonial 
federalism  appeared  here  for  the  first  time  in  an  “official”  document, 
but  not  all  the  members  of  the  conference  were  in  favour  of  it;  one 
of  the  governors  remarked  that  in  a  one  and  indivisible  Republic  only 
an  increased  representation  in  parliament  was  admissible.®®  Laurentie, 
the  future  director  of  political  affairs  in  the  overseas  ministry,  opposed 
this  integrationist  view  by  saying,  with  some  right,  that  the  colonies 
would  obtain  only  minority  representation  in  the  future  parliament — 
only  forty  to  fifty  deputies  had  been  mentioned  for  a  constituency  of 
some  five  hundred— and  added  that  this  would  disappoint  them.  Pro¬ 
portional  representation,  which  would  lead  to  a  shift  in  the  balance  of 
power  and  perhaps  even  to  metropolitan  France  being  outvoted,  was  out 
of  the  question.  In  the  past  the  issue  had  been  more  or  less  ignored  and 
France  had  not  realized  the  consequences  of  a  consistent  policy  of 
integration  and  assimilation.  But  now,  when  more  far-reaching  reforms 
were  under  discussion,  the  problem  could  no  longer  be  avoided. 

“Federal  representation”  appeared  to  present  some  kind  of  a  solution 
to  the  growing  dilemma.  But  was  this  really  federalism?  The  Brazzaville 
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conference  took  it  for  granted  that  the  federal  assemblies  would  be 
consultative  only.^'^  The  characteristic  vagueness  of  the  French  about 
the  meaning  of  federalism  is  apparent  in  the  vote  of  a  governor  who 
described  assimilation  as  a  specifically  French  concept  and  urged  a 
“policy  of  assimilation”,  although  of  a  weaker  and  less  uniform  kind, 
“tending  towards  the  idea  of  federation”!  In  practical  terms  he  postulated 
administrative  decentralization,  which  he  presented  as  federalism.^^  But 
true  federation  would  have  had  to  consist  of  a  distribution  of  sovereignty 
between  the  federation  and  its  members  and  equal  rights  for  the  metropolis 
and  the  colonies  within  a  super-ordinate  Whole— which  would  take 
charge  of  foreign  policy,  defence,  currency  and  overall  economic  policy. 
Such  a  concept  would  have  had  far-reaching  consequences  that  were 
irreconcilable  with  the  one  and  indivisible  Republic  and  could  hardly 
hope  to  settle  the  relations  between  mother  country  and  colonies. 

The  main  tendencies  of  the  Brazzaville  recommendations  were  clear: 
a  genuine  desire  to  re-establish  ties  between  the  mother  country  and  the 
colonies,  but  no  grant  of  self-government,  not  even  as  an  ultimate  aim; 
administrative  autonomy  for  each  territory,  the  introduction  of  franchise 
for  the  natives,  representation  in  the  constituent  assembly  and,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  creation  of  an  assembly  for  overseas  France.  This  antici¬ 
pated  the  constitutional  decisions  of  the  Fourth  Republic  on  Black 
Africa.  It  also  predicted  future  problems,  specifically  the  question  of  the 
importance  of  the  federal  element.  Could  the  territories  have  a  “political 
personality”  if  their  authority  was  restricted  to  a  vague  budget  right  and 
basically  extended  no  further  than  administrative  decentralization?  Was 
France  really  prepared  to  give  up  its  former  policy  of  depoliticization  and 
to  surrender  to  the  natives  a  part  of  the  political  decision-making? 
Where  would  the  evolution  of  the  actual  constitution  lead?  Either  the 
local  assemblies  would  remain  ineffectual,  in  which  case  the  evolves 
would  not  be  satisfied,  or  they  would  gain  political  power  and  would 
become  a  basis  for  future  parliaments,  in  which  case  conflict  with  the 
indivisible  Republic  and  with  the  mother  country,  which  reserved  itself 
sovereign  rights,  would  become  inevitable. 

It  is  worth  noting  that  the  natives  had  no  part  in  this  important 
conference.  Governors,  parliamentary  deputies  and  experts  tried  to  lay 
down  a  post-war  policy  and  to  prepare  reforms,  but  without  negotiating 
with  spokesmen  for  the  natives  or  even  consulting  them.  The  difference 
with  the  British  attitude  is  striking  and  was  based  on  the  divergence  of 
basie  concepts.  London  worked  through  commissions  in  which  the  natives 
collaborated,  and  even  if  the  colonial  administration  had  the  ultimate 
power  of  decision,  it  attempted  to  make  decisions  by  consensus  and 
avoided  merely  dictating.  Characteristically  Brazzaville  repeatedly  praised 
the  glorious  French  colonial  tradition  and  recalled  the  names  of  Brazza, 
Gallieni  and  Lyautey.  The  Brazzaville  conference  was  chiefly  concerned 
with  the  constitution  of  the  mother  country,  while  analogous  conferences 
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or  commissions  in  Britain  prepared  reforms  for  the  individual  colonies. 
The  British  colonies  had  their  own  constitutions  which  led  gradually 
towards  self-government,  while  the  legal  status  of  the  French  territories 
or  colonies  derived  from  the  Freneh  eonstitution. 

No  great  attention  was  paid  to  the  rather  important  question  of  whether 
the  native  ^lite  agreed  to  the  plans  for  its  future  that  were  being  pre¬ 
pared  in  Brazzaville  and  whether  it  would  be  satisfied  with  administrative 
decentralization  and  a  voice  in  budget  affairs.  Nevertheless  the  new 
order  that  was  being  discussed  was  intended  not  as  a  transitional  solution, 
but  a  more  or  less  final  ruling  whieh  did  not  provide  for  any  further 
development.  Even  in  issues  regarding  Blaek  Africa  the  consent  of  the 
evolnes  was  taken  for  granted  and  in  any  ease  not  considered  deeisive. 
In  fact  the  evolues  greeted  the  Brazzaville  conferenee  as  a  hopeful  be¬ 
ginning  to  decolonization,  and  even  among  the  natives  there  was  some 
approval  of  integration  into  Greater  France  and  even  eultural  assimila- 
tion.^2  Among  the  opposition  was  Fily  Dabo  Sissoko,  himself  a  product 
of  assimilation  and  an  outstanding  authority  on  French  cultural  history. 
In  the  report  he  presented  to  the  eonference;  Sissoko  stated  that  while 
integration  and  assimilation  had  been  right  for  the  vieilles  colonies,  this 
policy  was  impossible  for  Afriea;  the  number  of  natives  alone  was  an 
obstacle  and  a  legally  ratified  poliey  of  assimilation  would  eonstitute  a 
“peril  for  the  eolonizer”.  In  addition  he  thought  the  differences  in  the 
levels  of  eivilization  too  great  and  stressed  the  danger  that  this  policy 
would  separate  the  elite  from  the  masses.^® 

Sissoko  said  nothing  about  political  issues,  but  presumably  tacitly 
at  least  he  was  against  the  Brazzaville  recommendations,  particularly 
the  proposal  that  sehool  instruetion  should  be  exclusively  in  Freneh.  The 
same  applies  to  Senghor,  who  had  been  an  ofiEcer  in  the  French  army 
and  a  prisoner-of-war  in  Germany.  Even  before  Brazzaville  Senghor  had 
expressed  his  views  in  a  contribution  to  a  book  with  the  informative 
title  Communaute  imperiale  frangaisej^^  He  outlined  the  ambivalence  of 
assimilation  and  association  and  tried  to  transeend  this  antinomy  with 
his  much-quoted  formula  “to  assimilate,  not  to  be  assimilated”.  He 
thought  eultural  eontact  with  the  eolonial  occupation  should  be  viewed 
as  an  opportunity  for  the  autochthonous  civilization  to  assimilate  what 
it  found  most  useful.  Senghor  objected  to  proportional  representation 
in  the  Freneh  parliament  beeause  he  realized  the  impossibility  of  “drown- 
ing  [!]  the  representatives  of  metropolitan  France  in  some  Bourbon 
palace  under  the  waves  of  colonial  deputies  who  would  be  supported 
by  seventy  million  individuals”.  Instead  he  suggested  a  form  of  imperial 
eitizenship,  which  would  make  it  possible  on  the  one  hand  to  set  up 
legislative  bodies  in  the  individual  eolonial  territories  (Antilles,  Freneh 
West  Africa,  North  Africa,  etc.)  and  on  the  other  hand  to  elect  representa¬ 
tives  to  a  “federal  parliament”  responsible  for  foreign  poliey,  defence, 
ete.  This  would  ensure  the  “unity  of  the  Empire”  within  a  community 
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that  had  its  own  spiritual  content  and  yet  embraced  the  different  civiliza¬ 
tions.^®  This  system  outlined  by  Senghor  bore  some  resemblance  to  the 
Brazzaville  proposals  but  went  beyond  them:  the  individual  colonies 
were  to  receive  both  administrative  decentralization  and  political  auton¬ 
omy,  while  the  “imperial  parliament”  would  have  both  an  advisory  func¬ 
tion  and  sovereign  powers.  We  shall  see  that  France  was  not  prepared 
for  this  kind  of  federalism. 

We  do  not  want  to  deny  the  importance  of  the  Brazzaville  conference 
in  any  way,  for  it  did  prove  Free  France’s  desire  for  reforms  and  estab¬ 
lished  the  basic  guide-lines  for  French  colonial  discussion  between  1944 
and  1946. 

Although  Black  Africa’s  war  effort  had  been  forcibly  encouraged  in 
every  possible  way  in  order  to  strengthen  France’s  position  among  the 
Allies,  putting  the  African  inhabitants  under  a  great  strain,  a  series  of 
new  laws  gave  evidence  of  Brazzaville’s  reforming  influence.  On  1  April 
1944  the  corvee  and  taxation  in  kind  were  abolished  throughout  Black 
Africa;  in  July  a  uniform  penal  code  was  established;  and  in  August 
France  authorized  the  formation  of  professional  unions.  A  conference  in 
Dakar  was  also  engaged  in  working  out  a  large-scale  educational  pro¬ 
gramme  which  planned  fifty  thousand  primary  schools,  two  hundred  upper 
primary  schools  and  seventy-five  ecoles  normd.es,  in  order  to  train  fifty 
thousand  teachers.^® 

The  Brazzaville  conference  was  intended  to  be  a  general  colonial  con¬ 
ference  but  it  devoted  its  main  attention  to  Black  Africa  and  dealt 
neither  with  the  problems  of  North  Africa  nor  with  those  of  Indochina. 
We  should  now  examine,  what  were  Free  France’s  and  General  de 
Gaulle’s  reactions  to  the  emancipation  movements  in  the  Arab  and  Far 
Eastern  territories  and  the  plans  for  the  new  relationship  between  the 
colonies  and  the  mother  country  after  the  war. 

As  we  have  shown,  Vichy  had  already  promised  Syria  and  Lebanon 
independence  after  the  war.  On  the  entry  of  British-French  troops  in 
June  1941  Gatroux  declared: 

I  have  just  put  an  end  to  the  regime  of  the  mandate  and  proclaimed  you 
free  and  independent.  Henceforth  you  shall  therefore  be  sovereign  and 
independent  peoples  .  .  .  your  independence  and  your  sovereign  status 
will  be  guaranteed  by  a  treaty  which  will  define  our  mutual  relations.*’^ 

Free  France  gave  in  to  British  pressure  and  proclaimed  the  independence 
of  both  countries  in  September  and  November;  yet  in  the  treaty  it  tried 
to  restrict  the  meaning  of  independence  and  to  gain  a  privileged  position 
for  France.  In  August  1943,  after  the  electoral  victory  of  the  national 
candidates,  the  Lebanese  Government  demanded  full  sovereignty  and 
independently  altered  its  constitution,  whereupon  the  French  high  com¬ 
missioner  repealed  it  and  arrested  the  government.  French  hopes  of 
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negotiating  treaties  on  the  model  of  the  1930  British-Iraqi  agreement 
proved  deceptive,  largely  because  of  the  opposition  of  the  Allies  and  the 
Arab  movement.  The  opportunity  missed  before  1939  could  no  longer 
be  made  up  in  1944,  it  proved  too  late  to  repeal  an  independence  that 
had  already  been  proclaimed  and  France  lost  the  chance  of  making  use 
of  the  strong  sympathy  and  cultural  ties  between  the  mother  country 
and  the  Syrian  and  Lebanese  upper  classes. 

Provisions  for  independence  were  not  yet  under  discussion  in  North 
Africa.^®  After  the  occupation  of  Tunisia  in  May  1943  the  bey  was  ar¬ 
rested  and  then  deposed,  admittedly  at  the  instigation  of  General  Giraud. 
More  important  than  the  accusation  of  collaboration  with  the  Axis  powers 
seems  to  have  been  the  charge  that  during  the  Vichy  regime  [!]  Moncef 
Bey  had  presumed  to  set  up  the  Ghenik  cabinet  without  the  consent 
of  the  resident-general!  On  his  arrival  in  Tunis  on  27  June  1943,  de 
Gaulle  declared: 


We  must  organize  in  the  empire,  on  a  larger  and  more  fair  basis,  a  col¬ 
laboration  between  the  sovereign  power  and  the  loyal  millions  whom  it  is 
its  duty  to  guide.'^® 

What  this  was  supposed  to  mean  was  unclear,  especially  since  the  direct 
administration  was  being  substantiated  by  means  of  decrees  (July  1943 
to  March  1944)  which  transferred  the  bey’s  powers  to  the  French  ad¬ 
ministration.  In  September  1945  France  replied  to  the  Tunisian  national¬ 
ists  led  by  Bourguiba  and  the  union  leader  Ferhat  Hached  by  instituting 
a  few  minor  reforms.  In  August  1946  the  members  of  a  national  congress 
in  Tunis,  whose  motto  was  independence,  were  arrested.  The  result 
was  a  three-day  general  strike.  A  few  reforms  in  the  economic  and  social 
sphere  naturally  did  not  satisfy  the  nationalists. 

In  Morocco  the  appointment  of  Gabriel  Puaux  as  resident-general 
was  sufficient  indication  of  the  conservative  course.  On  ii  January  1944 
the  Istiqlal  (“Independence”)  party  handed  the  sultan,  the  representative 
of  France  and  the  Allied  authorities,  a  manifesto  which  became  very 
important  for  the  future.  It  refused  the  protectorate  and  demanded  in¬ 
dependence.  Morocco,  it  said,  was  indeed  dependent  on  French  aid  in 
administration,  economy,  and  defence,  but  the  “collaboration”  must  be 
on  the  basis  of  independence.  Puaux  preferred  repression  to  collaboration 
and  he  arrested  the  political  leaders.  The  social  and  economic  reforms 
of  1944,  which  as  in  Tunisia  showed  a  tendency  to  depoliticization,  did 
not  accomplish  their  aim  of  neutralizing  the  opposition. 

The  Algerian  situation  was  more  complex.  Shortly  after  the  Allied 
landing  on  22  December  1942,  Ferhat  Abbas  addressed  a  message  to 
the  “responsible  authority”,  i.e.  to  the  Americans  and  French,  requesting 
a  conference  on  political  reforms.  When  he  received  no  reply  he  pub¬ 
lished  the  famous  Manifeste  du  peuple  algerien  on  10  February  1943. 
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In  it  Ferhat  Abbas  did  not  repudiate  French  culture  or  the  French 
tradition  of  liberty,  but  attacked  assimilation.  “Applied  automatically 
to  some  and  refused  to  others  [it]  has  reduced  Muslim  society  to  the 
most  complete  servitude.”  Land  had  been  confiscated  and  every  kind  of 
discrimination  was  practised  against  the  Arabs.  Administration,  army  and 
press  were  in  the  hands  of  the  European  minority.  Now  the  oppressed 
majority  was  demanding  its  “place  in  the  sun”.  A  new  policy  had  be¬ 
come  urgently  necessary,  for  “the  time  has  passed  when  a  Muslim  Al¬ 
gerian  will  demand  anything  but  to  be  a  Muslim  Algerian”.  This  de¬ 
mand  implied  self-determination  and  an  Algerian  constitution  on  the 
basis  of  universal  franchise.  A  slightly  milder  addition  to  the  manifesto 
spoke  of  Algeria’s  political  autonomy  “as  a  sovereign  nation”,  but  did 
not  prevent  France  from  retaining  a  degree  of  control,  to  be  determined 
later.  Today  we  can  see  how  the  Algerian  manifesto  led  to  later  conflict, 
for  Ferhat  Abbas,  who  until  the  war  had  supported  a  more  moderate 
policy  of  assimilation,  now  began  to  speak  of  an  “Algerian  nation” 
This  was  a  new  development  in  the  question  of  relations  between  the 
Arab  majority  and  the  European  minority  and  it  meant  that  the  idea  of 
Algeria  as  an  integral  part  of  the  national  territory  had  come  into  dis¬ 
pute.  This  “national”  claim  made  it  impossible  for  Catroux,  who  on 
the  whole  was  ready  to  institute  reform,  to  accept  the  manifesto  as  a 
basis  for  discussion.  On  22  September  1943,  the  elected  Muslims  in  the 
financial  delegations  refused  to  take  part  in  its  sessions,  provoking  Catroux 
to  dissolve  the  Muslim  section  and  to  arrest  its  president,  Ferhat  Abbas. 

The  unrest  in  Algeria  required  some  kind  of  initiative  from  France. 
Following  the  advice  of  Catroux,  on  22  September  1943  General  de 
Gaulle  spoke  in  Constantine  of  the  need  for  reforms  and  announced 
the  conferment  of  civil  rights  on  certain  categories  of  Muslims,  without 
renunciation  of  their  personal  status.  An  ordinance  on  7  May  confirmed 
this  promise:  all  the  other  “Muslim  Frenchmen”  would  receive  equal 
rights  with  Frenchmen  without  becoming  “citizens”.®^  Special  taxation, 
the  indigenat,  etc.  were  abolished.  Universal  franchise  was  introduced, 
though  in  a  restricted  form,  with  the  establishment  of  separate  electoral 
colleges:  in  the  one,  the  new  Muslim  citizens  (some  60,000,  mainly 
notables,  officials,  decorated  veterans,  ete.)  would  vote  together  with  the 
c.  450,000  non-Muslims;  in  the  other,  the  remaining  c.  1,600,000  Al¬ 
gerians.  The  second  electoral  college  obtained  a  right  to  two-fifths  of 
the  seats  in  the  financial  delegations  and  the  eommunal  bodies.  In 
comparison  to  the  pre-war  policy  and  considering  the  violent  resistance 
on  the  part  of  the  French  Algerians,  these  were  very  extensive  reforms. 
France  had  finally  accepted  naturalization  with  personal  status,  thus  open¬ 
ing  the  road  to  a  great  inerease  in  the  number  of  full  Muslim  citizens. 
In  effect,  this  was  simply  a  realization  of  the  Blum-Viollette  bill.  And 
even  though  all  the  Algerians  had  equal  rights  under  the  administration 
and  obtained  franchise,  the  additional  resolution  on  separate  electoral 
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colleges  ensured  the  continued  predominance  of  the  French  Algerians. 
They  had  a  majority  in  the  first  college,  could  “neutralize”  the  Muslim 
citizens  and  retained  control  of  the  financial  delegations. 

Moreover,  the  March  1944  reforms  were  still  based  on  the  concept  of 
assimilation,  making  it  possible  to  eontinue  on  the  basis  of  liberal  projects 
begun  in  the  inter-war  years.  At  the  same  time,  the  difficulties  and 
limitations  of  assimilation  became  obvious,  for  if  pursued  consistently 
it  would  jeopardize  the  position  of  the  settlers  and  have  very  far-reaching 
results,  particularly  with  regard  to  the  parliament  in  Paris.  For  quite 
understandable  reasons  France  was  not  prepared  to  accept  the  conse¬ 
quences  of  its  policy,  which  was  why  it  took  refuge  in  special  resolutions 
that  engendered  distrust  and  opposition  among  the  Muslims. 

In  any  case  the  nationalists  had  already  made  claims  that  went 
beyond  assimilation  and  demanded  internal  autonomy,  if  not  inde¬ 
pendence.  Ferhat  Abbas  had  good  contacts  with  the  other  nationalist 
organizations,  ineluding  Massali  Hadj.  In  March  1944  he  formed  the  new 
party  “Les  Amis  du  Manifeste  et  de  la  Liberte,”  which  demanded  a  “re¬ 
public  federated  to  the  French  Republic,  renovated,  anti-colonial  and 
anti-imperialist”.  In  short,  the  reforms  introduced  by  General  de  Gaulle 
and  the  demands  of  Ferhat  Abbas  were  based  on  entirely  different 
premises  and  had  opposite  aims! 

The  events  in  Setif  contributed  to  alienating  Algeria  from  France. 
During  the  victory  celebrations  on  8  May  1945,  in  an  atmosphere  of 
increasing  tension  between  Muslims  and  Europeans,  the  forces  of  law 
and  order  took  measures  to  suppress  a  nationalist  demonstration.  The 
Algerians,  who  were  in  any  case  restless  due  to  their  economic  difficulties, 
retaliated  with  bloody  reprisals  against  the  French  settlers.®^  The  ad¬ 
ministration  took  military  action  which  resulted  in  several  thousand 
dead,  and  then  dissolved  the  new  party  and  arrested  Ferhat  Abbas. 
Tire  French  Algerians  welcomed  the  repression  and  the  temporary  elimina¬ 
tion  of  the  opposition,  the  mother  country  considered  the  severe  action 
necessary  and  even  the  Gommunists  approved  of  the  brutal  measures  to 
quell  the  alleged  “fascist  plot”. 

These  brief  indications  are  intended  to  recall  the  situation  in  North 
Africa  between  1942  and  1946.  General  de  Gaulle's  Free  France  wanted 
to  appear  ready  for  reform,  but  in  fact  it  developed  no  clear  programme 
for  a  post-war  policy.  Nor  is  there  any  evidence  of  previous  discussion 
or  planning.  France  was  on  the  defensive  vis-h-vis  its  allies  and  the  Arab 
nationalist  movement.  Its  reform  policy  was  hampered  by  the  need  to 
maintain  its  imperial  positions  and  to  defend  the  integrity  of  the  national 
territory.  Neither  before  nor  shortly  after  the  Allied  landing  in  North 
Africa  was  there  any  programmatic  declaration  to  calm  the  nationalists 
and  create  a  basis  of  trust  for  negotiations.  The  speech  in  Gonstantine 
was,  it  must  not  be  forgotten,  an  answer  to  the  Algerian  manifesto  and 
the  nationalist  demonstrations.  The  reforms  that  were  introduced  con- 
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tinued  along  the  lines  of  pre-war  efforts  or  avoided  the  economic  and 
social  spheres.  Even  in  the  protectorates  of  Tunisia  and  Morocco,  French 
policy  aimed  neither  at  internal  autonomy  nor  at  self-government,  not 
to  mention  independence.  Here  too  it  remained  based  on  the  idea 
of  “indissoluble  ties”  with  France,  which  led  to  conflicts  with  the 
national  emancipation  movement.  Since  the  nationalists  now,  as  opposed 
to  before  the  war,  openly  demanded  independence  or  at  least  the  right 
to  independence,  they  obviously  appeared  as  secessionists  and  agitators 
and  were  forcibly  repressed. 

While  at  Brazzaville  Free  France  was  discussing  the  future  of  Africa 
and  the  position  of  the  colonies  within  a  new  constitution  and  trying 
to  deal  with  these  problems  after  the  Allied  landing  in  North  Africa 
by  announcing  a  “reconstruction  of  the  Empire”,  the  Resistance  or¬ 
ganizations-  in  the  metropolis  concerned  themselves  remarkably  little 
with  the  future  of  the  colonies.  This  was  not  due  to  lack  of  time  or 
opportunity,  for  there  was  intensive  discussion  of  institutional,  economic, 
social  and  political  issues.  But  unlike  Free  France  in  London  and  Al¬ 
giers,  which  gained  support  in  the  Empire  from  the  outset  and  could 
not  avoid  practical  colonial  questions,  the  internal  Resistance  concentrated 
on  reconstruction  of  the  mother  country.®^  Although  the  left  wing 
dominated  in  the  Resistance  and  there  was  much  talk  of  structural  re¬ 
forms,  any  comments  on  future  colonial  policy  had  a  traditional  and 
national  accent.  People  stressed  the  civilizational  achievements  of  the 
past  and  the  “loyalty”  of  the  natives  in  the  moment  of  crisis;  they  at¬ 
tacked  Vichy’s  policy  of  “surrender”— with  regard  to  Indochina!— and 
stressed  the  importance  of  the  overseas  possessions  for  France’s  position 
as  a  world  power.  In  the  name  of  a  “France  of  a  hundred  million 
inhabitants”  they  supported  intensive  settlement,  even  in  Tunisia  and 
Morocco!  Politically,  they  supported  integration,  native  access  to  the 
administration,  social  reforms  and  a  certain  local  autonomy,  but  all 
within  Greater  France.  Colonial  representation  in  parliament  was  to  be 
extended,  which  seemed  to  be  a  “progressive”  attitude.  Like  the  Braz¬ 
zaville  conference,  the  Resistance  utterly  rejected  the  concept  of  self- 
government  or  even  national  self-determination,  without  asking  itself 
whether  this  integration  could  have  a  satisfactory  constitutional  solution 
and  would  satisfy  the  colonial  peoples’  desire  for  emancipation. 

There  was  lively  discussion  in  the  political  writings  of  Free  France 
and  liberated  France  between  1944  and  1945  on  future  institutional 
ties  between  the  mother  country  and  the  colonies.  But  the  consultative 
assembly  in  Algeria  scarcely  devoted  any  time  to  the  question.  Its  debate 
on  13  January  1944,  shortly  before  Brazzaville,  was  decidedly  inadequate. 
The  federal  plans  that  emerged  in  this  discussion  concern  us  more  here. 
We  have  already  mentioned  the  Socialist  P.  O.  Lapie,  who  in  his  report 
to  the  consultative  assembly  and  in  articles  in  the  press®^  was  one  of  the 
first  to  actively  support  federal  decolonization.  A  self-confessed  “disciple’ 
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of  Ebou6’s,  Lapie  abandoned  assimilation  and  considered  it  the  duty  of 
France  “to  create  a  Fatherland  for  the  natives  which  will  one  day  take 
its  place  in  the  concert  of  nations”.®®  He  was,  it  seems,  the  only  French 
speaker  to  accept  the  right  to  self-determination  and  the  possibility  of 
future  dissociation.  As  a  basis  for  this,  and  also  in  order  to  create  an 
acceptable  relationship  between  the  colonies  and  France,  he  suggested 
federation.  According  to  his  proposals  this  federation  was  to  embrace 
colonies  and  protectorates  alike  and  to  have  its  own  parliament  and 
its  own  government.  He  added,  however,  that  France  would  “rule”, 
since  France  would  have  sovereign  powers  within  the  federation  in 
such  matters  as  foreign  policy,  defence,  high  court  justice,  etc.®®  Here 
lay  the  difficulty  of  the  French  concept  of  federalism.  For  how  could 
France  continue  to  exercise  certain  sovereign  rights  within  a  federa¬ 
tion?  And  how  could  one  speak  of  federation  if  the  mother  country 
did  not  want  to  “merge”  in  the  great  union  and  would  not  or  could 
not  surrender  its  decisive  powers? 

We  have  seen  how  the  federal  plan  was  discussed  in  Brazzaville  and 
was  accepted  in  the  final  resolution.  Rene  Pleven  had  already  spoken 
of  federation  in  the  consultative  assembly  when  on  13  January  he  de¬ 
clared  emphatically;  “The  hour  has  come  to  expose,  to  probe  in  depth 
the  federal  concept.”  Yet,  obviously  unaware  of  any  contradiction,  he 
openly  supported  integration  and  assimilation  at  the  Brazzaville  con¬ 
ference!  General  de  Gaulle  also  used  the  federal  formula  at  a  press  con¬ 
ference  in  Washington  on  10  July  1944:  “I  believe  that  each  territory 
under  the  French  flag  must  be  represented  within  a  system  of  a  federal 
kind  of  which  the  metropolis  shall  be  a  part  and  where  the  interests  of 
each  individual  shall  be  heard.”®^  The  federal  thesis  was  also  a  way  of 
countering  American  criticism  and  of  announcing  a  programme  of  de¬ 
colonization  without  giving  up  the  concept  of  Greater  France.  But  in 
practical  terms  it  proved  impossible  to  square  the  circle:  either  the  federa¬ 
tion  was  “genuine”  and  the  metropolis  “merged”  in  it,  or  France  in¬ 
sisted  on  its  position  as  leader  and  the  federation  would  become  more 
or  less  a  fiction. 

Paul  Emile  Viard’s  “Essai  d’une  organisation  constitutionelle  de  la 
communaute  frangaise”®®  serves  to  illustrate  this  dilemma.  Viard  was 
dean  of  the  faculty  of  law  of  Algiers  and  later  an  influential  (Mouvement 
Republicain  Populaire)  deputy  to  the  constituent  assembly.  His  use  of 
the  term  Communaute,  taken  from  de  Gaulle,  was  to  show  both  the 
variety  of  colonies,  protectorates  and  mandates  with  their  different  legal 
statutes,  and  to  express  the  unity  of  the  whole.  The  future  constitution 
was  to  be  based  on  the  concept  of  “France  as  a  whole”,  not  just  re¬ 
stricted  to  Metropolitan  France.  It  was  necessary  now  to  “set  up  the 
sovereign  organism  of  the  whole  of  France”.  Gomparing  this  with  Great 
Britain’s  policy,  Viard  showed  himself  fully  aware,  unlike  other  French 
speakers  between  the  wars,  that  in  the  future  dominion  status  would 
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also  apply  to  those  colonies  that  were  not  so  by  settlement.  But  he 
stressed  that  political  independence  “would  seem  inadmissible  to  the 
French  mind”,  for  it  was  based  on  imponderables  which  “our  excessively 
logical  minds  would  have  difficulty  in  grasping”.  France,  he  thought,  was 
not  psychologically  prepared  to  accept  central  power  based  anywhere 
but  in  Paris,  and  must  remain  the  sovereign  power.  Like  Pleven  in  Braz¬ 
zaville,  Viard  asserted,  without  even  mentioning  the  situation  in  North 
Africa  and  Indochina,  that  the  natives  were  not  even  thinking  of 

creating  for  themselves  a  political  life  independent  of  that  of  the  mother 
country.  We  have  no  indications  [!]  of  this  kind,  and  I  can  even  say  that 
we  find  no  serious  trace  of  a  desire  to  set  up  a  system  comparable  to  that 
of  the  dominion.  .  .  . 

Representation  in  parliament  was  an  innate  French  concept,  but  com¬ 
plete  integration,  meaning  equal  political  rights,  was  impossible  because 
if  the  power  of  decision  remained  with  the  French  parliament,  which 
Viard  took  for  granted,  the  imperial  parliament  would  simply  become  a 
meaningless  colonial  council. 

So  Viard  suggested  an  interim  solution.  The  colonies  should  have  a 
part  in  exercising  sovereignty  and  be  represented  in  the  Senate.  If  a 
quarter  or  a  third  of  all  the  seats  were  reserved  to  them  it  would  produce 
a  “happy  equilibrium”!  The  colonies  could  participate  in  electing  the 
president  of  the  Republic,  and  a  similar  solution  would  be  found  for  the 
protectorates  and  mandated  territories.  Extensive  decentralization  was 
also  necessary,  and  this  could  be  done  by  freeing  the  governor-general 
from  the  allegedly  strict  control  of  the  Paris  bureaucracy  and  allowing 
him  to  act  directly  as  representative  of  the  president  of  the  Republic.  But 
the  colonial  assemblies  were  to  obtain  no  legislative  power,  and  foreign 
policy,  army,  justice,  higher  education  and  the  major  “public  services” 
remained  with  the  metropolis. 

This  rather  important  “Essai”  sounds  a  similar  note  to  the  Brazzaville 
proposals  and  anticipates  certain  elements  of  the  1946  constitution.  It 
did  not  aim  at  a  federal  “Community”,  for  in  spite  of  granting  statutory 
rights  to  the  colonies,  it  adhered  to  the  sovereignty  of  the  French  parlia¬ 
ment  so  that  the  idea  of  colonial  representation  in  the  Senate  was  rather 
deceptive.  The  “fairly  free  local  life”  demanded  by  Viard  was  equally 
dubious,  since  the  territories  were  conceded  only  minor  powers.  There 
was  no  word  of  franchise  for  the  natives  and  their  representatives;  as  a 
French  Algerian,  Viard  was  chiefly  concerned  with  satisfying  the  French 
settlers. 

Two  Frenchmen  who  had  emigrated  to  America  outlined  plans  for  a 
“genuine”  federation  in  spring  1945.'^®  On  the  model  of  the  United 
States  they  proposed  a  “Federal  Union  of  the  French  nations”  con¬ 
sisting  of  five  federations  (of  which  metropolitan  France  would  be  one!). 
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six  provinces  and  two  territories— geographically  associated  colonies.  It 
would  have  two  chambers  patterned  on  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives,  which  would  set  up  a  federal  government  with  its  own 
prime  minister  and  could  decide  on  foreign  policy,  police,  trade,  etc. 
The  federal  language  would  be  French.  Each  inhabitant  would  obtain 
two  citizenships,  that  of  his  own  federation  and  that  of  the  Union.  The 
authors  thought  that  to  accept  the  concepts  of  autonomy  and  self- 
government,  in  the  sense  of  eventual  dissociation,  was  to  reduce  France 
to  the  status  of  a  mere  European  mother  country,  “it  is  to  accept  old 
age,  death  tomorrow”.  This  makes  it  clear  once  again  how  the  projects 
for  federation  were  linked  with  the  national  aspirations  of  Free  France 
and  its  claim  to  world  power.  Federation  seemed  to  answer  the  need 
for  reform  and  the  emancipation  movements  without  impairing  the 
French  claim  to  leadership.  But  since  the  authors  supported  complete 
parity  for  the  member  states,  they  were  obliged  to  transfer  the  sovereign 
rights  of  the  French  parliament  to  the  new  federal  chambers,  in  which 
metropolitan  France  would  no  longer  have  a  majority.  Naturally  France 
objected,  so  it  became  necessary  to  seek  a  compromise,  which  would 
eo  ipso  have  a  quasi-federal  character. 

The  federation  discussion  gained  impetus  from  events  in  Indochina. 
In  spite  of  the  Japanese  occupation  troops  and  the  anti-French  propa¬ 
ganda,  the  French  administration  under  Admiral  Decoux  managed  to 
hold  its  own.  The  colonial  power  lost  prestige  and  was  undermined, 
but  the  rural  population  still  did  not  really  question  it.  Nationalist  forces, 
however,  were  organizing  themselves  on  Chinese  soil  under  Communist 
leadership.  In  May  1941  the  Independence  Front  of  Vietnam,  the  Viet 
Minh,  eame  into  being,  asserted  itself  as  a  collective  national  movement 
and  proclaimed  war  against  the  French  and  Japanese  “fascists”.®®  In 
summer  1944  the  Viet  Minh  began  to  strengthen  its  positions  by  guer¬ 
rilla  action  in  the  more  remote  regions  of  Tonkin.  On  9  March  1945 
Japan  took  power  after  Decoux  had  refused  an  ultimatum.  The  following 
day  Vietnamese  independence  was  proclaimed;  Emperor  Bao  Dai  dis¬ 
avowed  the  1885  protectorate  agreement  and  began  to  collaborate  with 
the  Japanese.  The  French  administration  collapsed,  and  anti-French  dem¬ 
onstrations,  looting  and  persecution  began.  All  reminders  of  the  colonial 
power  were  removed.  The  Viet  Minh,  for  their  part,  continued  to  fortify 
their  positions,  organized  a  liberation  army,  and  on  13  August,  two  days 
before  the  Japanese  capitulation,  called  for  a  general  uprising.  On  25 
August  Bao  Dai  abdicated,  on  29  August  Ho  Chi  Minh  formed  a  pro¬ 
visional  government  in  Hanoi  and  proclaimed  Vietnamese  independence 
on  2  September.  The  same  day  200,000  Indochinese  demonstrated  in 
Saigon  in  the  name  of  independence. 

On  8  December  1943  General  de  Gaulle  had  d,eclared  in  Algiers: 

To  these  peoples  who  have  managed  to  affirm  their  national  consciousness 

and  their  sense  of  political  responsibility,  France  intends  to  give  a  new 
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political  status  in  the  heart  of  the  French  community  where,  in  the  frame¬ 
work  of  the  Indochinese  federal  organization,  the  freedom  of  the  different 
countries  of  the  Union  will  be  extended  and  consecrated.®^ 

By  this  declaration  Free  France  announced  its  willingness  to  settle  the 
constitutional  position  of  Indochina  anew  after  the  war  and  to  grant  the 
individual  territories  some  autonomy.  But  for  the  rest  the  declaration, 
in  accordance  with  de  Gaulle’s  views,  was  fairly  vague  and  gave  no 
details  on  sovereign  or  native  rights.  Neither  Algiers  nor  Paris  concerned 
itself  with  the  future  status  of  Indochina.  The  problems  of  Black  Africa 
and  North  Africa  seemed  more  urgent  at  the  time  and  in  any  case 
negotiations  with  the  Allies  and  preparations  for  military  reconquest 
took  precedence,  although  no  attempt  was  made  to  anticipate  events  by 
a  programmatic  declaration.  Not  until  24  March  1945  did  the  French 
government  announce,  in  reply  to  the  Japanese  take-over  and  in  prepara¬ 
tion  for  Allied  action,  that 

the  Indochinese  federation  will  form,  together  with  France  and  the  other 
territories  of  the  Community,  a  French  Union,  whose  interests  abroad  will 
be  represented  by  France.  At  the  heart  of  this  Union,  Indochina  will  enjoy 
its  own  freedom. 

The  constituent  assembly  would  decide  on  the  federal  organs  of  the 
Union.  At  the  head  of  the  Indochinese  federation  would  stand  a  gov¬ 
ernor-general  with  French  and  Indochinese  ministers,  A  council  of  state 
would  obtain  budget  rights  and  be  able  to  advise  on  legislation.®^ 

This  was  the  first  expression  of  the  concept  of  the  French  Union.®® 
The  Union  would  incorporate  Indochina  together  with  the  metropolis 
and  other  territories  of  the  Empire,  i.e.  Tunisia  and  Morocco.  Two 
declarations  made  it  clear,  however,  that  France  would  remain  responsible 
for  foreign  policy  in  the  Union.  Indochina’s  “own  freedom”  obviously 
meant  a  \vide  degree  of  autonomy,  but  the  reference  to  the  governor- 
general,  French  ministers,  and  the  mere  advisory  legislative  power  of 
the  council  of  state  greatly  limited  this  autonomy.  In  fact  it  meant 
clear  control  for  the  colonial  power.  The  declaration  of  24  March  thus 
had  a  significance  similar  to  the  Brazzaville  resolution,  in  as  far  as  it 
was  more  than  a  general  announcement.  In  effect,  it  was  an  attempt 
to  provide  some  kind  of  answer  to  the  question  of  Indochina’s  future 
status  and  its  relations  with  France.  There  was  to  be  greater  autonomy 
in  Indochina  than  in  the  colonial  territories,  yet  the  close  institutional 
ties  with  France  were  to  remain,  both  within  the  Union  whose  seat 
was  in  Paris  and  in  the  administration. 

Again  we  can  draw  a  comparison  with  British  policy  in  India,  Burma 
and  Ceylon.  Britain  had  aimed  at  semi-responsible  government  before 
the  war,  promised  dominion  status  and  was  even  on  the  point  of  es- 
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tablishing  it  in  1945.  French  concessions  to  Indochina  sound  modest  by 
comparison,  especially  since  they  were  not  balanced  by  participation, 
in  a  form  yet  to  be  decided,  in  the  French  Union.  For  France  was 
envisaging  neither  self-government  and  independence,  nor  true  internal 
autonomy.  Tlie  latter  would  have  had  a  great  effect  in  Indochina  and 
might  have  provided  a  real  basis  for  negotiations.  But  the  declaration  of 
24  March  lagged  behind  events:  independence  had  already  been  an¬ 
nounced  in  Hanoi  on  11  March  and  Vietnam  had  been  proclaimed  a 
republic.®^ 

The  declaration  evoked  great  response  at  home.  The  French  pointed 
with  satisfaction  to  American  comments  in  the  press  stressing  France’s 
desire  for  decolonization  but  misinterpreting  the  March  declaration.®® 
The  danger  of  trusteeship  in  Indochina  seemed  to  have  been  averted.®® 
Henri  Laurentie,  the  former  high  commissioner  of  Equatorial  Africa  and 
current  director  of  political  affairs  in  the  overseas  ministry,  spoke  of  a 
“fundamental  act  which  decisively  and  in  one  blow  transformed  all  the 
notions  of  French  colonial  justice”.®'^  The  colonial  inhabitants  were  in 
the  throes  of  a  revolution  that  compelled  the  European  powers  “to  be 
resolutely  anti-colonialist”.®®  It  required  imagination  to  break  through 
the  former  immobilism  and  the  French  Union  was  an  acceptable  con¬ 
cept  because  it  opened  the  way  both  to  autonomy  (particularisme)  and 
to  complete  assimilation.®®  Laurentie  was  very  eager  to  institute  reforms, 
but  he  presupposed  collaboration  from  the  Indochinese  and  consequently 
turned  his  attention  chiefly  to  economic  and  social  questions.'^®  The 
director  of  the  Ecole  coloniale  and  liberal  expert  on  Africa,  Robert 
Delavignette,  adopted  a  similar  attitude,  though  it  led  him  to  different 
conclusions.  In  his  essay  “L’Union  frangaise”,  in  which  he  also  referred 
to  earlier  pronouncements,  he  distinguished  French  policy  from  the 
British  and  spoke  of  an  “entirely  new  course  very  different  from  the 
British  Dominion”.  The  French  concept,  he  said,  was  based  on  the 
idea  of  civil  rights,  which  France  now  granted  without  loss  of  personal 
status.  Colonies  in  the  old  sense  of  the  term  no  longer  existed  since  the 
projected  French  Union  would  be  a  “common  organism”:  “Tomorrow 
we  shall  all  be  natives  of  the  same  French  Union.’"^^  It  was  an  organic 
union  that  would  make  it  possible  in  the  future  to  make  the  loose  union 
into  a  “unity”  Delavignette  did  not  say  how  this  future  integration 
was  to  take  place. 

The  political  parties  were  also  beginning  to  concern  themselves  with 
the  French  Union.  The  Socialist  Andre  Philip  suggested  a  second 
chamber,  a  Conseil  superieur  de  la  communaute  frangaise,  with  half 
the  seats  for  metropolitan  France  and  half  for  the  colonies,  that  would 
have  the  power  of  decision  in  questions  regarding  the  Union  .'^®  The 
MRP  deputy  Francois  de  Menthon  spoke  of  federal  representation  in 
similar  terms.  He  suggested  a  Union  council  that  would  have  consultative 
powers  and  be  the  first  step  towards  the  “integration  of  the  Empire  into 
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a  French  Union”J^  The  deputy  Aujoulat,  a  doctor  from  Cameroun, 
reported  on  the  MRP  party  congress  in  1945.  Starting  with  Brazzaville 
and  the  theses  of  his  party  colleague  Viard,  he  demanded  colonial  parlia¬ 
mentary  representation  combined  with  local  assemblies.  He  did  not  ques¬ 
tion  French  sovereignty  and  described  the  whole  as  a  “French  com¬ 
munity”.'^® 

We  have  attempted  to  show  how  Algiers  and  then  Paris  began  to 
concern  themselves  with  future  colonial  policy  between  1944  and  1945 
and  how  they  tried  to  establish  the  relationship  between  the  mother 
country  and  the  colonies  on  a  new  basis.  France  had  become  aware  that 
pre-war  institutions,  concepts  and  attitudes  could  no  longer  put  a  stop 
to  Asian  and  African  emancipation  movements.  The  anti-imperialist  at¬ 
titudes  of  America  and  Russia  also  forced  it  to  re-examine  its  positions. 
But  at  the  same  time  France  hoped  to  give  proof  of  its  greatness  in  and 
through  the  colonial  Empire  and  to  assert  its  claim  to  world  power.  On 
15  May  1945,  a  few  days  before  the  capitulation  of  Germany,  no  less 
than  Gaston  Monnerville,  the  native  deputy  from  Guiana  and  future 
president  of  the  Gouncil  of  the  Republic,  declared  in  the  consultative 
assembly:  “Without  the  Empire  France  would  be  no  more  than  a 
liberated  country  today.  Thanks  to  its  Empire,  France  is  a  victorious 
country.”'^®  This  shows  the  importance  that  Equatorial  Africa's  support 
of  General  de  Gaulle’s  Free  France  acquired  in  the  newly  won  national 
consciousness. 

The  old  dispute  about  assimilation  or  association  lost  its  relevance 
now,  to  be  replaced  by  new  concepts  such  as  Gommunity,  French  Union, 
and  Federation,  which  became  the  leitmotivs  of  French  decolonization. 
France  did  not  want  to  follow  the  English  course  and  gradually  grant 
its  colonies  independence,  but  sought  a  solution  compatible  v^th  its 
traditions  and  aspirations.  Golonialism  was  to  be  overcome  by  promoting 
the  subjects  to  the  status  of  full  citizens  and  by  creating  political  entities 
that  would  be  incorporated  into  the  new  constitution  of  France.  France 
proved  flexible  enough  to  try  to  find  an  order  for  the  vieilles  colonies. 
Black  Africa,  the  North  African  protectorates  and  Indochina  that  suited 
their  respective  conditions,  but  remained  within  an  institutionalized  whole. 
Greater  France,  which  hitherto  had  been  only  a  postulate  and  an 
ideological  view  of  the  colonies’  relations  to  the  mother  country,  was 
now  to  become  a  reality.  France  would  integrate  the  individual  parts 
of  its  colonial  Empire  into  Greater  France  in  the  name  of  decolonization 
— a  form  of  decolonization  which  was  allegedly  based  not  on  dependence 
but  on  equal  rights  and  which  therefore  offered  some  hope  of  a  solution 
for  the  future. 

New  problems  emerged,  however.  A  consistent  policy  of  integration 
and  genuine  “federalism”  threatened  to  shift  the  balance  of  power  from 
the  metropolis  to  the  colonies,  which  the  mother  country  neither  could 
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nor  would  accept.  The  result  was  a  variety  of  compromise  and  interim 
solutions.  And  in  the  end  it  was  by  no  means  certain  whether  the  colonial 
peoples,  whose  emancipation  had  been  given  such  impetus  by  the  Second 
World  War,  were  at  all  willing  to  be  incorporated  into  a  French  Union, 
to  give  up  their  elaims  to  an  independent  state. 


THE  UNION  FRANgAISE 


The  Brazzaville  conference  resolved  the  question  of  colonial  participa¬ 
tion  in  the  constituent  assembly  and  it  was  not  discussed  further.  In 
September  1945  the  government  appointed  sixty-three  deputies  to  rep¬ 
resent  the  eolonies.  Except  in  the  vieilles  colonies,  the  representatives 
were  elected  in  two  colleges— citizens  and  non-citizens.^  Of  the  sixty- 
three,  thirty-eight  were  autochthonous.  These  thirty-eight  usually  adhered 
to  the  left-wing  parties  in  the  mother  eountry,  while  the  Algerians  were 
represented  by  moderate  nationalists  sueh  as  Dr  Bendjelloul  and  two 
Communists  (Ferhat  Abbas  and  his  friends  were  in  prison).  Although 
the  number  of  representatives  was  by  no  means  proportional  to  the 
population,  this  colonial  representation  did  emphasize  liberated  France’s 
new  policies.  In  the  future  the  mother  country  and  the  eolonies,  except 
for  Indochina,  which  did  not  take  part  in  the  assembly,  were  to  form  a 
unit  on  a  parity  basis.  The  “subjeets”  collaborated  in  working  out  a 
eonstitution  which  would  eventually  establish  the  status  of  the  eolonies 
too.  Muslims  also  had  a  voice  in  the  decision  on  “French  civil  status”. 
Deschamps  has  compared  the  decision  of  September  1945  with  that  of 
4  August  1789  whieh  put  an  end  to  the  feudal  rule  of  the  ancien  regime.^ 
We  shall  not  deseribe  in  detail  the  operation  of  the  eonstituent  assembly. 
We  merely  point  out  that  the  constitutional  commission  heard  a  ruling 
by  the  overseas  committee  under  Marius  Moutet  in  whieh  the  autoch¬ 
thonous  deputies  were  strongly  represented.  The  parties  also  worked 
out  their  own  proposals.  In  addition,  on  11  April  1946  the  Senegalese 
Senghor  reported  to  the  National  Assembly  on  those  sections  of  the 
draft  constitution  that  affected  the  French  Union.  The  assembly  aecepted 
them  on  19  April  after  lengthy  discussion.® 

From  the  outset  it  proved  necessary  to  establish  a  compromise  between 
assimilatory  and  federal  tendeneies;  between  legal  equality  of  rights  and 
strong  parliamentary  representation  on  the  one  hand,  and  a  combination 
of  local  autonomy  and  “federal  institutions”  on  the  other.  France  con- 
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tinued  to  distrust  genuine  federation  as  a  step  towards  dissociation.^ 
Senghor  considered  the  compromise  successful  but  international  lawyers 
pointed  to  its  internal  contradictions.  France  was  eager  to  abolish  the 
status  of  “subject”  and  to  proclaim  equal  rights.  Article  44  of  the  draft 
constitution  accordingly  stated:  “All  the. nationals  and  French  dependents 
of  the  metropolis  and  the  overseas  territories  enjoy  the  rights  of  citizen¬ 
ship.”®  This  was  a  significant  step  beyond  the  pre-war  situation,  par¬ 
ticularly  since  there  was  now  no  question  of  the  natives  giving  up  their 
personal  status  and  the  policy  announced  in  the  Algeria  decree  of  7  March 
1944  was  extended  to  all  subjects— excluding  the  protectorates  of  North 
Africa  and  Indochina,  of  course.  This  step  was  clearly  of  an  assimilatory 
nature  and  consequently  the  assembly  gave  due  emphasis  to  the  confer¬ 
ment  of  citizenship:  France  would  really  become  a  nation  of  a  hundred 
million  inhabitants,  it  was  abolishing  all  racial  discrimination  (Marius 
Moutet)  as  well  as  colonial  imperialism.  “The  main  effect,  the  capital 
effect  of  the  1946  Constitution  will  be  the  recognition  of  the  Rights  of 
Man  and  citizenship”,  Senghor  stressed.®  But  he  did  not  fail  to  point  out 
that  such  a  statement  of  principles  must  be  linked  to  concrete  constitu¬ 
tional  decisions  and  living  reality!'^ 

Article  41  also  proclaimed  the  end  of  colonial  rule:  “France,  together 
with  the  overseas  territories  on  the  one  hand  and  the  associated  states  on 
the  other,  forms  a  union  based  on  free  consent.”  The  territories  con¬ 
sisted  of  the  colonies  in  Black  Africa  and  Madagascar,  while  the  yieilles 
colonies  and  Algeria  counted  as  “overseas  departments”  of  the  metrop¬ 
olis.  “Associated  states”  meant  Tunisia,  Morocco  and  Indochina.  This 
differentiation  was  intended  to  account  for  the  difference  in  legal  status 
and  the  relationship  of  the  respective  territories  to  the  mother  country. 
The  departments  were  integral  parts  of  the  mother  country  and  were 
henceforth  considered  overseas  provinces,  the  territories  obtained  a  cer¬ 
tain  autonomy,  while  the  protectorates  were  accepted  as  loosely  associated 
states.  Article  41  also  established  the  principle  of  association  by  “free 
eonsent”,  i.e.  of  two  partners  with  equal  rights  who  joined  to  form  a 
“Union”.  The  consent  of  the  overseas  departments  and  the  territories 
was  tacitly  taken  for  granted!®  Article  114  stated  that  “the  one  and  indi¬ 
visible  French  Republic  [1]  recognizes  the  existence  of  territorial  col¬ 
lectivities  .  .  .  the  communes,  the  departments,  the  overseas  territories  and 
federations”.  By  eontrast  with  Article  41,  this  declared  that  the  overseas 
territories  were  integral  parts  of  France,  of  a  “one  and  indivisible  Re- 
publie”;  in  fact  it  arbitrarily  integrated  them! 

Consequently  the  local  autonomy  of  the  overseas  territories  was  re¬ 
stricted  to  administrative  decentralization.  They  obtained  elected  assem¬ 
blies  and  budget  rights,  but  no  legislative  power.  Legislation  continued  to 
be  reserved  to  the  parliament.  And  yet  France  thought  it  had  opened  the 
way  to  the  acquisition  of  that  “political  personality”  of  which  the  Brazza¬ 
ville  conference  had  spoken.  In  accordance  with  Senghor’s  motto  “to 
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assimilate,  not  to  be  assimilated",  thought  France,  the  African  people 
would  now  be  able  to  develop  on  the  basis  of  their  own  civilization  and 
tradition.  Senghor  accepted  the  idea  of  the  overseas  territories  as  parts  of 
the  Republic,  although  he  still  tried  to  uphold  their  right  to  decide 
either  for  full  integration  or  for  autonomy  and  association  at  a  given  time: 
“The  peoples  of  the  Union  will  be  able  to  develop  freely:  they  will  have 
the  possibility  of  proceeding,  according  to  their  wishes  and  their  special 
character,  either  towards  assimilation  and  integration  or  towards  associ¬ 
ation  and  federation  .  .  .  the  door  to  the  future  remains  open.”^  This 
was  a  rather  generous  interpretation.  A  change  of  status  for  the  African 
territories  would  necessarily  have  entailed  a  change  in  the  constitution — 
and  this  became  a  source  of  misunderstanding. 

Parliamentary  representation  also  became,  necessarily,  a  source  of  future 
conflict.  France  agreed  to  it  in  principle,  unlike  the  Brazzaville  confer¬ 
ence,  but  the  manner  of  execution  was  left  to  future  legislation;  in  fact 
it  involved  such  decisive  questions  as  the  number  of  deputies,  franchise, 
separate  electoral  rolls,  etc.  France  was  aware  that  proportional  representa¬ 
tion  was  impossible,  and  even  native  deputies  such  as  Senghor  realized 
it.  “To  compensate  for  this  inequality  we  shall  give  them  local  liberties 
Under-representation  in  parliament  was  to  be  compensated  by  an  ex¬ 
tension  of  local  autonomy— a  natural  and  apparently  sensible  compromise. 
But  were  these  “local  liberties"  possible  within  an  indivisible  Republic? 
Would  the  Africans  accept  under-representation  if  they  obtained  no  leg¬ 
islative  power  and  no  real  executive  power  either  in  the  local  sphere?  This 
was  to  become  the  main  source  of  criticism  in  the  future:  under-repre¬ 
sentation  was  discrimination,  said  the  critics,  and  even  in  the  local  sphere 
the  Africans  were  not  acquiring  a  “political  personality". 

The  question  of  the  formation  and  powers  of  the  “Council  of  the 
French  Union",  which  was  to  serve  the  overseas  territories  as  an  additional 
representative  body,  provoked  violent  discussion.  But  this  question  rested 
on  a  completely  false  premise;  the  discussions  on  the  institutions  of  the 
French  Union  concealed  a  more  general  issue  that  was  of  decisive  im¬ 
portance  for  the  first  constituent  assembly:  a  one-chamber  system  or  a 
two-chamber  system?  In  the  name  of  its  traditional  “revolutionary  re¬ 
publicanism",  the  Left  supported  a  one-chamber  system,  while  the  bour¬ 
geois  Centre  and  Right  favoured  a  second  chamber  as  a  counter-force 
and  delaying  factor.  This  overlapping  of  two  problems  of  very  different 
kinds  gave  rise  to  the  paradoxical  situation  that  the  left-wing  parties  and 
the  native  deputies  were  those  who  wanted  to  provide  the  council  with 
only  minor  powers.  Senghor  referred  back  to  the  1795  constitution  and 
opposed  the  idea  of  a  “reactionary  second  chamber",  while  Aime  Cesaire, 
the  Communist  poet  and  deputy  from  Martinique,  asserted  that  the  colo¬ 
nial  deputies  were  chiefly  interested  in  a  mother  country  that  was  strong 
and  democratic,  i.e.  left  wing.  As  a  new  senate,  the  Union  council  would 
become  a  reactionary  instrument,  thought  Cesaire,  which  must  be  pre- 


FRANCE 


385 

vented.^^  The  Communist  proposal  was  based  on  the  principle  of  democ¬ 
racy  and  local  autonomy  and  was  an  integrational  concept,  which,  how¬ 
ever,  did  not  preclude  the  possibility  of  later  reinterpretation  in  the  sense 
of  the  right  to  self-determination.  At  any  rate  the  Communists  wanted 
the  Union  council  to  obtain  only  consultative  powers.^^ 

The  Socialists’  attitude  was  extremely  ambivalent.  The  deputy  P.  O. 
Lapie  again  formulated  his  concept  of  federation:  within  the  French 
Union  “all  the  peoples  and  all  the  collectivities  have  a  right  to  inde¬ 
pendence  and  to  the  flowering  of  their  civilization  and  their  language, 
their  culture  and  their  spiritual  life”.  He  wanted  to  create  socialist  re¬ 
publics  freely  associated  with  France  in  the  name  of  liberty,  equality  and 
fraternity  and  forming  a  kind  of  commonwealth.^^  Although  the  French 
Socialist  party  referred  to  the  principle  of  federation  in  its  draft  constitu¬ 
tion,  it  did  not  want  federalist  institutions  until  later— evidently  because  at 
that  particular  time  the  left-wing  party  could  not  yet  accept  a  Union 
council  'with  legislative  powersP^  By  contrast  the  spokesmen  to  the  MRP, 
such  as  the  French  Algerian  Viard,  who  had  also  warned  against  integra¬ 
tion  in  the  constitutional  commission  and  had  supported  an  integrationist 
solution,  considered  the  powers  of  the  Union  council  inadequate.  The 
council  should  at  least  participate  in  electing  the  president  of  the  Republic 
and  obtain  a  hearing  in  parliament  for  its  report,^^  they  said.  Similarly 
Rene  Pleven  of  the  democratic  opposition  tried  to  revalue  the  second 
chamber  by  introducing  a  federative  concept  of  the  French  Union.  The 
proposed  council  was  no  more  than  a  caricature,  he  said,  which  certainly 
did  not  come  up  to  the  hopes  of  Brazzaville,  and  it  must  obtain  certain 
legislative  powers.  Moreover  the  draft  constitution  would  prevent  a  viable 
development,  for  “we  are  living  in  a  century  of  nationalism”.^® 

The  final  deeision  fell  to  the  left-wing  parties:  the  Union  council 
would  obtain  only  consultative  powers  and  would  not  necessarily  obtain  a 
hearing.  Like  the  Communists,  the  left  wing  and  the  overseas  deputies 
thought  that  acceptance  of  their  draft  constitution  meant  they  could  pro¬ 
claim  the  end  of  colonialism,  even  though  they  did  not  allow  the  French 
Union  to  obtain  legislative  powers  by  virtue  of  which  it  could  immediately 
have  begun  to  evolve  as  a  federal  court.  The  French  refused  the  draft 
constitution  in  the  referendum  of  5  May  1946;  the  French  natives  over¬ 
seas  had  agreed  to  it,  while  the  majority  of  French  colonials  said  “No”. 

Although  the  first  assembly  did  not  succeed  in  carrying  its  draft  con¬ 
stitution,  it  did  make  several  important  legislative  decisions: 

On  12  March  1946  the  integration  of  the  vieilles  colonies  came  to  an 
end  under  pressure  from  the  natives  led  by  Cesaire,  existing  inequalities 
and  special  rulings  were  abolished  and  the  new  social  laws  were  hence¬ 
forth  also  applied  to  the  overseas  departments.  A  month  later,  on  11 
April,  the  assembly  abolished  forced  labour  and  created  an  investment 
fund  for  its  overseas  territories  (FIDES)  from  the  mother  country’s 
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public  funds,  which  made  it  possible  to  actively  promote  both  economic 
and  social  development  in  years  to  come. 

But  most  important  of  all  was  that  on  7  May  1946  the  assembly  passed 
a  bill  by  the  Senegalese  Lamine-Gu^ye  proposing  to  grant  all  “subjects” 
full  French  citizenship.  This  put  an  end  to  the  uncertainty  that  had 
arisen  after  the  rejection  of  the  first  draft  constitution.  The  “Loi  Lamine- 
Gueye”,  which  naturally  abolished  the  indigenat  and  assured  civil  rights 
and  liberties  to  the  former  subjects,  can  be  described  as  the  Lex  Caracalla 
of  France.  Even  the  “primitive”  African  in  the  bush  obtained  full  French 
citizenship.  However  much  the  law  was  the  product  of  circumstance  in 
May  1946,  it  still  represented  the  culmination  of  a  long  process  of  develop¬ 
ment  and  proved  the  strength  of  the  French  policy  of  integration  and 
assimilation  immediately  after  the  Second  World  War. 

Before  and  during  the  second  constituent  assembly  the  national  eman¬ 
cipation  movements  became  increasingly  more  important  and  penetrated 
the  awareness  of  the  mother  country.  The  Algerian  amnesty  freed  Ferhat 
Abbas  and  enabled  his  party  to  gain  an  overwhelming  victory  in  the 
elections  to  the  second  assembly.  Of  the  fifteen  deputies  to  the  Muslim 
electoral  college,  thirteen  belonged  to  the  Amis  du  Manifeste.  They  pro¬ 
tested  the  twofold  electoral  college  and  demanded  an  “Algerian  state” 
federally  associated  with  France— which  meant  that  the  nationalists  had 
also  adopted  a  federal  programme.  In  Madagascar  too  the  native  leaders 
were  raising  the  banner  of  “independence”,  although  within  a  French 
Union,  in  their  election  propaganda.  This  heralded  the  1947  uprising. 
Black  Africa  was  faced  with  difficulties  in  economic  and  social  adjustment, 
partly  as  a  result  of  the  abolishment  of  forced  labour  and  the  indigenat, 
which  expressed  themselves  in  the  form  of  strikes.  Here  too,  the  nation¬ 
alists  gained  ground  and  the  colonial  French  saw  their  plantations  and 
business  concerns,  as  well  as  their  personal  positions,  jeopardized.  In  1946 
the  “Rassemblement  Democratique  Africain”  (RDA),  which  became  an 
important  super-regional  organization,  was  formed.  The  native  deputies 
had  also  been  disappointed  by  the  French  colonials’  refusal  of  the  first 
draft  constitution  and  had  become  suspicious.  The  election  to  the  second 
assembly  on  2  June  produced  no  significant  changes  in  the  colonies,  apart 
from  Algeria.  The  overall  result  was  that  the  MRP  moved  to  the  fore¬ 
front  to  become  the  strongest  party  while  the  Gommunists  and  Socialists 
lost  their  hold.  The  thirteen  deputies  of  the  Amis  du  Manifeste  played  a 
decisive  role  here;  the  Algerian  deputies  even  succeeded  in  bringing  about 
the  rejection  of  a  proposal  for  “freedom  of  instruction”.  Many  of  the 
deputies  from  the  Right  and  Gentre  saw  in  this  a  warning  against  con¬ 
sistent,  i.e.  proportional,  colonial  representation  in  parliament.  The 
events  in  Indochina  in  spring  and  summer  1946  (cf.  pp.  397-98)  con¬ 
tributed  to  dampening  the  desire  for  reforms  and  gave  impetus  to  the 
parties  of  the  Right. 

Consequently  the  autochthonous  deputies  found  themselves  forced  onto 
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the  defensive.  In  July  they  formed  an  “Inter-groupe”,  an  inter-fractional 
group  under  Lamine-Gu^ye,  the  Senegalese  vice-president  of  the  com¬ 
mission  for  the  overseas  territories.  The  proposals  worked  out  by  the  Inter- 
groupe  were  adopted  by  the  commission  and  even  accepted  in  a  slightly 
modified  form  by  a  weak  majority  in  the  constitutional  committee,  thanks 
to  the  support  of  the  Socialists  and  Communists.  These  proposals  throw 
some  light  on  the  attitude  of  the  African  politicians  at  the  time.^'^  They 
severely  condemned  colonialism  as  such  and  any  unilateral  action  that 
tried  to  force  a  constitutional  solution  upon  the  former  colonies  without 
consulting  the  natives.  By  contrast,  they  proclaimed  the  right  to  self- 
government!  The  federal  French  Union,  they  said,  must  be  formed  of 
“nations  and  peoples”  who  voluntarily  associated  themselves  to  the 
metropolis;  the  African  territories  could  not  be  unquestioningly  taken  in 
as  parts  of  the  Republic,  but  should  be  partners  in  the  Union.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  overseas  inhabitants  should  obtain  the  right  to  decide  them¬ 
selves  on  their  status  within  the  next  twenty  years;  “The  peoples  of  the 
French  Union  will  have  the  opportunity  to  choose,  within  the  framework 
of  this  Union,  either  the  status  of  free  State  associated  to  France  by  in¬ 
ternational  treaty,  or  complete  integration  into  the  Republic.”  The  transi¬ 
tion  to  the  status  of  associated  state  which  was  envisaged  for  the  pro¬ 
tectorates  and  for  Indochina  was  also  to  be  open  to  Black  Africa  and 
Algeria.  For  the  rest,  they  denied  that  the  assembly  was  responsible  for 
establishing  relations  between  the  former  colony  and  the  mother  country. 
The  institutions  both  of  the  Union  and  of  the  territories  must  be  de¬ 
cided  by  a  special  constitutional  assembly  in  which  the  overseas  territories 
had  a  majority. 

The  trend  of  these  proposals  is  clear.  The  native  deputies  refused  to 
have  a  constitution  imposed  upon  them  by  the  mother  country  and  did  not 
want  to  make  the  final  decision  on  their  future  status  yet.  They  wanted 
to  reserve  themselves  the  right  to  change  their  status,  as  an  expression  of 
the  recognition  of  their  sovereign  rights.  They  took  seriously  the  principle 
of  free  consent  and  postulated  a  more  or  less  loose  federation  of  equal 
partners.^®  These  theses  reflect  Sissoko’s  and  Senghor’s  proposals  in 
1944-1945,  Ferhat  Abbas’  concept  of  an  Algerian  state  and  the  demands  of 
the  Madagascar  nationalists.  They  also  show  how  Senghor  gradually 
moved  from  the  concept  of  a  federal  republic  to  that  of  confederation. 

This  proposal  by  the  constitutional  commission  is  unfortunately  almost 
forgotten  today.  It  had  its  own  inherent  logic,  and  at  a  moment  when  the 
nationalists  were  demanding  independence  but  protesting  the  charge 
that  they  were  aiming  at  dissociation,  it  offered  a  programme  for  de¬ 
colonization  capable  of  reconciling  the  demands  for  autonomy  with  the 
interests  of  the  mother  country.  Above  all  it  would  have  permitted  a 
flexible  adaptation  to  the  rapidly  changing  situation.  It  is  tempting  to 
draw  a  comparison  with  British  policy  after  1945'  Britain  was  as  reluctant 
as  France  to  foresee  African  self-government  or  independenee  in  the 
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near  future,  yet  it  was  prepared  to  accept  self-government  as  a  justified 
aim.  Dominion  status  and  Commonwealth  roughly  correspond  to  the 
status  of  associated  state  and  to  the  French  Union  in  the  Inter-groupe’s 
proposal:  similarly  the  willingness  of  the  Africans  to  accept  this  territorial 
status,  together  with  the  possibilities  of  a  later  change,  could  have  created 
a  parallel  with  the  British  concept  of  a  transitional  regime. 

Almost  at  the  same  time  as  the  deputies  of  the  Inter-groupe,  the  colo¬ 
nialist  groups  intensified  their  activities.  Their  attitude  is  apparent  in  the 
petitions  of  the  “Comite  de  L’Empire”  addressed  to  the  government® 
and  in  the  newspaper  Marches  Coloniaux  which  took  over  from  L’Afrique 
Frangaise.  On  12  March  1945,  for  instance,  the  committee  proposed  an 
imperial  consultative  council,  whose  composition  would  not  have  threat¬ 
ened  the  predominance  of  metropolitan  France  and  which  would  have 
given  the  French  colonials  a  decisive  role.  Representatives  of  the  mother 
country,  representatives  of  the  French  colonials  and  natives  were  to  be  in 
a  proportion  of  2:2:1!^®  In  July  of  the  same  year  the  committee  took  a 
stand  against  the  projected  representation  of  the  colonies  in  the  constit¬ 
uent  assembly:  only  French  citizens  should  vote,  it  said,  for 

the  intrusion  of  non-citizen  native  elements,  replacing  the  colonists  who 
have  founded  and  developed  the  empire,  and  replacing  the  natives, 
who  by  their  merit  or  their  degree  of  evolution  have  risen  to  citizenship, 
would  be  a  shock  to  the  whole  imperial  edifice  which  constitutes  the  force 
and  the  pride  of  France.-^ 

The  native  deputies  aimed  at  independence  and  threatened  French  sov¬ 
ereignty.  The  idea  of  a  single  college  was  particularly  untenable  since  it 
would  lead  to  outvoting  the  settlers.  These  were  the  French  colonials’ 
main  tenets.  The  motto  “to  uphold  the  Empire”^®  served  as  a  protest 
against  a  policy  of  “surrender”  such  as  was  heralded  by  the  grant  of 
independence  to  Syria  or  the  negotiations  with  Ho  Chi  Minh: 

France  can  only  be  reborn  if  it  rejects  once  and  for  all  the  masochistic 
rubbish  with  which  it  persists  in  weakening  itself  since  its  temporary 
defeat  in  1940.2® 

Naturally  the  French  colonials  defended  the  existing  economic  structures 
against  etatisme,  warned  against  “over-rapid”  industrialization  and  ob¬ 
jected  to  trusteeship  for  Cameroon  and  Togo.®^  Marches  Coloniaux  aban¬ 
doned  the  notion  of  a  France  of  a  hundred  million  inhabitants  i.e.  as¬ 
similation  with  citizenship,  and  supported  administrative  decentralization, 
but  without  urging  effective  native  participation  in  the  local  adminis¬ 
tration.  In  fact  it  supported  a  colonialist  anti-assimilation  policy!®®  Nat¬ 
urally  Marches  Coloniaux  criticized  the  first  draft  constitution  and  called 
on  every  “colonial”  to  vote  “No”  in  the  referendum  on  5  May  1946.®® 
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The  arguments  were  clever:  under-representation  for  the  colonies  was  a 
hypocrisy  that  could  not  survive  long,  while  proportional  representation 
would  result  in  an  overseas  majority  and  “we  would  have  committed 
suicide.  Thank  you”.  The  inter-party  quarrels  in  the  metropolis  echoed  in 
Sudan  and  Laos,  said  the  paper.  ...  It  wanted  a  “federal  chamber” 
responsible  for  imperial  affairs.  This  meant  that  the  colonial  Right  was 
also  adopting  federalism  and  further  increasing  the  existing  confusion  in 
the  use  of  this  term.  “We  must  readjust  the  entire  structure  of  the  French 
Union  on  a  federal  basis.”^^  Reduced  franchise  and  a  double  electoral 
college  in  the  local  sphere  as  well  as  for  elections  to  the  federal  chamber 
could  guarantee  the  French  colonials’  interests.  The  paper  even  demanded 
an  immediate  repeal  of  the  civil  rights  law  of  7  May  1946  and  wanted  to 
restrict  parliamentary  representation  to  French  citizens,  as  it  had  been 
before,  i.e.  including  loss  of  personal  statusF® 

A  manifesto  prepared  by  several  eolonial  associations  also  attacked  this 
law  and  the  idea  of  a  single  college,  asserting  that  the  natives  only  wanted 
law  and  order  and  were  completely  unconcerned  with  franchise  and 
parliamentary  representation.^®  It  took  a  severe  view  of  the  Inter-groupe’s 
proposed  constitution,  calling  its  originators  a  “shameful  syndicate  of 
separatists”®®: 

Metropolitan  predominance  would  disappear;  the  empire  would  be  pulver¬ 
ized  within  twenty  years.  It  would  comply  with  the  separatism  dear  to 
certain  representatives  who  want  to  prevail  with  their  programme  of  total 
emancipation.®! 

“Separatism”  became  a  slogan  with  which  to  compromise  the  nationalists 
and  to  discredit  any  attempts  to  conciliate  the  natives  as  a  policy  of 
“surrender”  under  Communist  influence.  Corresponding  demands  were 
also  made  by  the  “Etats  generaux  de  la  colonisation  frangaise”,  which  met 
in  Paris  in  August  1946.®®  Here  one  can  speak  of  a  real  counter-offensive 
of  an  altogether  provocative  kind.  The  formula  about  a  “federal  French 
Union”  cannot  conceal  that  its  adherents  were  defending  pre-war  positions. 

The  government  felt  obliged  to  take  account  of  right-wing  resistance 
to  the  text  accepted  by  the  constitutional  committee.  The  MRP  deputy 
Coste-Floret  supported  the  proposed  constitution,  but  after  intervention 
by  Edouard  Herriot,  the  Socialist  overseas  minister,  Moutet  requested 
that  the  assembly  put  aside  for  the  time  being  the  part  of  the  constitution 
concerning  the  French  Union  and  wait  for  a  government  motion.  Only  by 
a  highly  unusual  government  intervention  could  the  proposals  from  the 
Left  be  delayed  at  the  last  moment  and  the  Empire  be  “saved”!  Naturally 
the  native  deputies,  supported  by  the  Communists,  protested.  But  since 
the  Socialists  were  shifting  to  the  right  and  coming  closer  to  the  MRP,  the 
Left  was  weakened  and  had  to  make  coneessions.  On  29  September  1946 
the  second  meeting  of  the  National  Assembly  accepted  the  new  text, 
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which  was  essentially  based  on  the  government  bill,  by  440  votes  to  106. 
The  Right  and  the  Radical  Socialists  rejected  it  while  the  MRP,  the 
Socialists  and  even  the  Communists,  as  well  as  the  African  deputies, 
approved  it.  Ferhat  Abbas’  party  and  the  deputies  from  Madagascar 
abstained.®^ 

We  can  discuss  in  brief  a  few  points  from  the  lively  discussion  in  the 
second  assembly.  First  we  must  mention  Herriot’s  famous  vote  of  27 
August  with  which  he  applied  “emergency  brakes”  to  the  proposals  of  the 
constitutional  committee.®^  Herriot  was  the  embodiment  of  the  Third 
Republic:  progressive  and  liberal  in  programme,  restrained  in  execution, 
patriotic  in  the  old  sense.  In  addition  the  Radical  Socialist  party  had 
strong  internal  links  with  colonialist  circles  and  had  shifted  to  the  right 
since  1945.  Accordingly,  Herriot  began  by  defending  the  colonial  past 
in  striking  terms.  He  thought  reforms  in  the  colonies  were  indeed  nec¬ 
essary,  but  the  project  of  the  constitutional  commission  with  its  “acepha¬ 
lous  and  anarchic  federalism”  was  untenable.  The  Brazzaville  conference, 
he  said,  had  envisaged  a  much  stronger  central  executive  (typical  inter¬ 
ruption:  “The  Brazzaville  conference  is  outdated!”).  The  interests  of  the 
mother  country  were  being  neglected,  he  asserted,  and  there  was  not  a 
word  about  national  defence:  France  could  never  give  up  Dakar  and 
other  strategic  positions.  The  import  of  raw  materials  and  food  from  the 
colonies  was  necessary  to  Franee’s  survival;  after  all,  in  1938  the  colonies’ 
contribution  to  French  export  had  been  28  pereent.  The  close  association 
in  education  must  not  be  dissolved.  The  committee’s  proposal  practically 
stipulated  a  right  to  seeession,  since  it  stated  that  the  territories  could 
freely  decide  their  status  at  a  given  moment.  The  metropolis  was  granting 
its  provinces  a  right  to  secession!  The  conferment  of  full  eitizenship 
upon  all  the  subjects  together  with  representation  in  parliament  was  a 
problem  that  had  unacceptable  implications: 

How  many  citizens  will  there  be  in  the  overseas  territories?  According  to 

many  there  will  be  more  than  in  the  territories  of  the  metropolis.  As 

one  of  my  friends  once  said  in  a  manner  both  pleasant  and  profound, 

France  would  thus  become  the  colony  of  its  former  colonies.®® 

It  was  obvious  what  Herriot,  speaking  for  the  Centre  and  the  Right,  and 
perhaps  also  for  the  entire  Freneh  population,  had  in  mind:  the  overseas 
departments  and  territories  were  integral  parts  of  the  national  territory 
which  could  not  be  granted  the  right  to  self-government  either  now  or  in 
the  future;  the  new  constitution  should  establish  integration  onee  and  for 
all  to  prevent  any  chance  of  the  national  unity  “breaking  up”.  Consistent 
integration  also  jeopardized  the  predominance  of  metropolitan  Franee. 
What  was  left  was  an  alleged  federation  which  ensured  both  the  pre¬ 
dominance  of  the  mother  eountry  and  the  position  of  French  colonials 
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overseas.  Its  institutions  had  to  be  “manipulated”  in  such  a  way  that 
the  final  power  of  decision  remained  with  the  mother  countryl 

This  colonialist  interpretation  of  federation  emerges  even  more  clearly 
in  the  arguments  of  the  right-wing  deputies.  They  thought  that  the 
“French  minorities”  must  be  guaranteed  a  voice  in  the  territories;  but  a 
single  college  would  lead  to  elimination  of  the  whites.  French  citizenship 
implied  certain  obligations  which  could  hardly  be  reconciled  with  the 
retention  of  personal  status.  So  what  was  necessary  was  a  special  citizen¬ 
ship  of  the  Union,  “with  the  possibility  of  acquiring  total  [!]  French 
citizenship  as  the  law  actually  prescribes  if  certain  conditions  are  fulfilled”. 
Since  citizens  alone  could  be  represented  in  the  parliament,  they  would 
create  an  assembly  of  the  French  Union.  Malbrant,  the  white  deputy  from 
Tchad,  claimed  to  be  aiming  “at  a  fully  federal  formula  which  must  con¬ 
sist  of  the  final  stage  of  the  territorial  and  political  evolution  of  the 
French  world”.®®  The  federal  formula  allowed  Malbrant  to  exclude  na¬ 
tives  from  the  French  parliament  and  to  relegate  them  to  a  Union  council 
which  might  obtain  some  further  powers  later  but  would  never  question 
French  sovereignty. 

The  new  project  proposed  by  the  commission,  which  was  inserted  with 
few  changes  into  the  text  of  the  constitution,  took  account  of  these  ob¬ 
jections  from  the  Right.  As  a  result,  “federalism”  acquired  a  colonialist 
accent,  the  Etats  g^neraux  de  la  colonisation  frangaise  and  the  discussion 
in  parliament  had,  as  it  were,  compromised  the  federative  solution.  The 
native  deputies  who  had  been  forced  onto  the  defensive  now  demanded 
integration  and  equal  legal  status.  Since  they  could  not  impose  the  kind 
of  federalism  proposed  by  the  Inter-groupe,  they  now  aimed  at  inte¬ 
gration.®'^  However,  the  Algerians  led  by  Ferhat  Abbas  and  the  deputies 
from  Madagascar,  who  demanded  nationhood  within  the  French  Union, 
adhered  to  their  original  positions.  Senghor  thought  conditions  were  not 
yet  suitable  for  genuine  federalism.  The  metropolis  and  the  colonies 
should  strive  towards  “assimilation”  in  order  to  create  together  “a  new 
civilization  whose  centre  will  be  Paris”.®®  Similar  arguments  came  from 
the  Communist  Angeletti®®  and  the  fellow-traveller  Pierre  Cot.^®  Con¬ 
fessions  of  loyalty  to  France  were  made— -by  Ferhat  Abbas  too^^;  no 
one  in  Africa  was  aiming  at  secession.  What  they  demanded  was  equal 
rights  under  a  policy  of  integration.  “To  begrudge  us  the  integration  into 
the  French  family  which  we  demand,  is  a  concept  which  shocks  and  re¬ 
volts  us.”^®  Senghor  described  Herriot’s  intervention  as  “racism”  and 
discrimination.'*®  One  could  not,  he  said,  declare  the  African  territories 
parts  of  the  one  and  indivisible  Republic  and  then  to  try  to  avoid  the 
implications  of  this  by  making  further  provisions.  The  people  were  not 
even  demanding  proportional  representation;  at  any  rate  there  had  been 
no  differentiation  between  first-  and  second-class  Frenchmen  during  the 
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The  double  electoral  college,  which  had  hardly  been  questioned  by 
the  first  constituent  assembly,  was  now  subjected  to  sharp  criticism:  it  was 
discrimination  to  give  the  same  importance  to  several  hundred  Europeans 
as  to  hundreds  of  thousands  of  natives.  The  attackers  pointed  to  the 
Etats  g^n^raux  de  la  colonisation  frangaise  as  evidence  of  resistance  and 
efforts  to  turn  back  the  clock.  The  dispute  about  the  double  college 
almost  led  to  a  split^^  and  forced  the  metropolis  to  compromise:  there 
was  to  be  a  single  college  for  appointments  to  the  local  assemblies  in 
Senegal.  Tliis  second  constituent  assembly  also  gave  more  emphasis  than 
the  first,  in  line  with  the  Inter-groupe’s  proposals,  to  the  temporary  char¬ 
acter  of  the  constitutional  provisions  and  thus  to  the  possibility  of  a 
future  change  of  status,  particularly,  of  course,  to  a  transition  to  the 
status  of  associated  state.  The  French  Union  must  appear  a  free  association, 
it  said.^®  There  was  no  lack  of  references  to  the  U.N.  charter. 

A  brief  reference  to  the  text  of  the  constitution  of  the  Fourth  Republic 
is  necessary  here.  A  passage  from  the  preamble  concerns  us  most: 

France,  together  with  the  overseas  peoples,  forms  a  Union  founded  on  the 
equality  of  rights  and  obligations,  without  distinction  of  race  or  religion. 
The  French  Union  is  composed  of  nations  and  peoples  who  pool  or  co¬ 
ordinate  their  resources  and  their  efforts  in  order  to  develop  their  re¬ 
spective  civilizations,  to  increase  their  well-being  and  to  assure  their 
security. 

Faithful  to  its  traditional  mission,  France  aims  to  lead  the  peoples  in 
its  charge  to  the  freedom  of  administering  themselves  and  conducting  their 
own  affairs  democratically:  avoiding  any  system  of  colonization  founded  on 
arbitrary  principles,  it  guarantees  everyone  equal  access  to  public  offices 
and  to  the  individual  or  collective  exercise  of  the  rights  and  liberties  pro¬ 
claimed  or  confirmed  above.^® 

These  words  were  largely  based  on  the  Inter-groupe’s  draft  constitution 
but,  significantly,  limited  it.  France  announced  the  end  of  colonialism— 
but  only  of  colonialism  based  on  arbitrary  principles,  which  naturally 
allowed  various  interpretations.  The  constitution  confirmed  the  confer¬ 
ment  of  citizenship  and  thus  put  an  end  to  individual  emancipation. 
The  mother  country  took  over  the  task  of  leading  the  colonial  peoples 
“to  the  freedom  of  administering  themselves”,  but  failed  to  say  whether 
this  meant  full  integration  or  nationhood.  Certainly  there  was  no  longer 
any  question  of  sovereignty. 

An  inherent  contradiction  has  been  pointed  out  in  the  preamble.  While 
the  third  paragraph  is  directed  to  the  future,  the  first  two  mention  the 
“nations  and  peoples”  who  form  a  community  with  France.  As  postulated 
by  the  Inter-groupe,  the  colonies  are  to  become  partners  allegedly  freely 
associated  with  France.  This  became  a  source  of  dispute.  For  while  the 
metropolis  pointed  to  the  third  paragraph  and  stressed  France’s  leader- 
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ship  role,  the  colonial  deputies  wanted  to  be  considered  “decolonized” 
and  free  to  decide  their  own  destiny.^^ 

For  the  time  being  both  the  overseas  departments  and  the  territories 
were  considered  parts  of  the  French  Republic  which,  together  with  the 
former  League  of  Nations  mandates  and  the  associated  states,  formed  the 
French  Union.  Article  6o  states:  The  French  Union  is  formed  on  the  one 
hand  of  the  French  Republic  which  embraces  metropolitan  France,  the 
departments  {vieilles  colonies  and  Algeria)  and  overseas  territories  (Black 
Africa  and  Madagascar),  and  on  the  other  hand  of  the  territories  (Togo 
and  Cameroon)  and  the  associated  states  (Morocco,  Tunisia,  Vietnam, 
Laos,  Cambodia).  Naturally  the  constitution  gave  no  details  about  the 
internal  structure  of  the  associated  states;  however,  the  territories  were  to 
obtain  their  own  statute  and  elected  assemblies;  the  question  of  franchise 
was  left  to  a  special  law.  The  legislative  power  in  the  territories  was  to  re¬ 
main  with  the  parliament,  the  executive  with  the  governor. 

Article  75  clears  the  way  for  a  change  of  status:  “The  status  of  the 
respective  members  of  the  Republic  and  of  the  French  Union  is  capable 
of  evolution;”  so  the  transition  to  associated  state  was  possible.  This  was 
a  concession  to  the  native  deputies.  But  since  such  a  change  required  a 
parliamentary  resolution,  the  decision  remained  not  with  the  members 
but  with  the  parliament. 

The  Union  as  a  whole  consists  of  three  units:  the  president  (identical 
with  the  president  of  the  Republic),  the  high  council,  and  the  assembly. 
The  high  council  is  composed  of  delegates  of  the  French  Government 
(the  territories  are  not  separated  here)  and  the  delegates  of  the  as¬ 
sociated  states.  By  contrast  the  assembly  consists  of  an  equal  number  of 
deputies  from  metropolitan  France  and  from  the  overseas  departments, 
territories  and  associated  states.  Suddenly  the  one  and  indivisible  Re¬ 
public  is  split  apart  here,  and  even  the  assimilated  departments  are  counted 
as  overseas  territories — in  order  to  underline  the  importance  of  the  metrop¬ 
olis! 

The  powers  of  the  assembly  (Article  71)  are  purely  consultative  and 
restricted  to  a  minimum:  the  assembly  has  neither  legislative  powers  for 
questions  concerning  overseas  territories  nor  obligatory  consultation.  The 
parliament  and  the  government  decide  on  what  to  present  to  the  assembly: 
the  latter  can  present  proposals,  but  the  parliament  is  in  no  way  bound 
by  them  and  is  not  even  obliged  to  take  a  stand.  All  attempts  from  either 
side  to  give  the  Union  assembly  further  powers  and  to  create  the  elements 
of  a  federation  failed.^® 

The  overseas  territories,  however,  continued  to  be  represented  in  par¬ 
liament.  Here  colonialist  demands,  as  represented  by  the  Etats  generaux  de 
la  colonisation  fran^aise,  did  not  succeed.  The  number  of  deputies  and  the 
manner  of  election  remained  reserved  to  future  legislation.  The  con¬ 
stitution  does  not  decide  between  a  single  or  double  electoral  college. 
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but  neither  does  it  preclude  one  or  the  other  possibility.  We  have  already 
mentioned  that  some  concessions  had  to  be  made  to  the  native  deputies 
in  this  much  disputed  question. 

How  could  one  judge  the  constitutional  provisions  of  1946?  Henri 
Culman  wrote:  "The  French  Union  is  the  French  solution  of  the  twen¬ 
tieth  century."^®  In  historical  perspective  one  must  formulate  this  a  little 
more  cautiously:  the  French  Union  was  an  attempt  at  decolonization  corre¬ 
sponding  to  the  French  state  and  colonial  tradition.  From  the  conference 
of  governors  in  Brazzaville  the  road  led  via  the  discussion  in  Algiers  and 
Paris  in  1944-1945  to  the  two  constituent  assemblies  in  1946.  In  the  at¬ 
mosphere  of  reform  France  was  willing  to  conciliate  the  emancipation 
movements  and  international  anti-colonialism.  Decolonization  was  pro¬ 
claimed  and  initiated. 

But  decolonization  was  not  conceived  as  gradually  letting  the  colonies 
obtain  independence  or  as  the  recognition  of  their  claims  to  nationhood, 
but  rather  as  an  emancipation  within  an  institutionalized  whole  that  was 
maintained  by  France  and  remained  oriented  towards  France.  The  old 
idea  of  Greater  France  still  survived  and  was  designed  to  legitimate  the 
French  claim  to  world  power.  The  Empire  became  the  French  Union, 
the  “natives”  became  “autochthons”.  While  the  Third  Republic  had  kept 
the  colonies  outside  the  constitution,  the  1946  constitution  applied  to  the 
metropolis  and  the  overseas  territories.  The  colonies  were  granted  by 
the  constitution  a  special  status  within  the  whole  and  even  became,  like 
the  African  territories,  integral  parts  of  the  Republic.  Since  the  colonies 
were  represented  in  the  constituent  assembly  by  their  own  deputies  and 
the  citizens  accepted  the  text  of  the  constitution  by  referendum,  France 
could  proclaim  the  end  of  colonial  rule.  In  addition  it  was  granting  all  its 
subjects  full  French  citizenship,  and  French  law  became  generally  valid 
in  the  overseas  territories.  In  parliament,  the  former  subjects  were  rep¬ 
resented  by  elected  deputies. 

At  the  same  time  the  limitations  of  this  integration  became  clear. 
The  French  in  the  mother  country  did  not  want  to  become  a  colony  of 
the  former  colonies  and  consequently  could  not  concede  proportional 
representation  even  as  a  future  goal.  In  the  local  sphere  universal  fran¬ 
chise  in  a  single  college  jeopardized  the  French  minority.  The  immediate 
application  of  certain  laws  seemed  senseless  and  likely  to  cost  an  im¬ 
possible  price.  And  finally  there  was  the  question  whether  the  “autoch¬ 
thons”  approved  of  assimilation  and  integration  at  all  or  wanted  it. 
Some  territories  were  certainly  willing,  but  in  others  spokesmen  were  al¬ 
ready  demanding  sovereignty,  political  autonomy  and  nationhood.  The 
discrepancy  between  what  France  planned  or  considered  as  a  natural 
precondition  for  any  negotiations,  and  what  the  emancipation  movement 
maintained  as  the  aim  of  its  agitation,  was  particularly  great  in  Algeria: 
while  the  constitution  presented  the  Algerian  departments  as  parts  of  the 
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Republic,  Ferhat  Abbas’  party  demanded  an  autonomous  “Algerian 
state”! 

The  result  was  necessarily  a  compromise;  in  principle  decolonization 
had  been  proclaimed,  but  in  fact  the  provisions  for  its  execution  upheld 
the  dominant  position  of  the  metropolis.  The  clearest  example  of  this 
was  the  franchise,  which  was  restricted  in  spite  of  general  conferment  of 
citizenship.  Tlie  overseas  territories  were  granted  elected  assemblies  but 
with  severely  limited  powers  and  they  continued  to  be  largely  ruled  from 
Paris.  The  former  protectorates  were  recognized  as  states,  but  only  on 
condition  that  the  Union,  and  thus  the  mother  country,  retained  sover¬ 
eignty.  The  overseas  deputies  were  a  minority  in  parliament,  and  this 
was  not  compensated  by  a  transferral  of  important  powers  to  the 
central  organs  of  the  Union.  The  traditional  policy  of  depoliticization 
was  relaxed  a  little,  but  not  to  the  extent  indicated  by  the  pronounce¬ 
ments  of  the  mother  country. 

The  attempt  to  present  as  “federalization”  the  conversion  of  the  Em¬ 
pire  into  a  French  Union  was  unconvincing  and  led  to  a  “Babylonic 
confusion”  (Ansprenger).  The  French  Union  was  not  a  genuine  federa¬ 
tion  and  decolonization  largely  proceeded  by  way  of  integration.  As- 
similatory  tradition  rather  than  federalism  prevailed. 

One  can  interpret  the  constitutional  resolutions  of  the  Fourth  Republic 
as  an  attempt  to  avoid  the  inherent  consequences  of  both  methods  of 
decolonization  and  to  reconcile  them.  France  neither  pursued  complete 
integration  with  its  apparently  untenable  implications,  nor  recognized 
the  territories’  sovereign  rights,  because  this  might  have  included  the 
right  of  dissociation  from  the  French  Union.  Article  75  provided  for  a 
change  of  status,  but  characteristically  it  was  seldom  taken  seriously  by 
French  thinkers  and  in  the  following  years  more  or  less  dropped  into 
oblivion.  The  integration  of  the  overseas  territories  and  departments 
was  considered  final,  and  any  changes  of  status  seemed  to  threaten 
secession,  which  jeopardized  “French  presence  in  the  world”. 

If  the  mother  country  thought  it  had  found  in  the  1946  constitution 
a  more  or  less  permanent  solution  to  the  colonial  problem,  the  overseas 
deputies  who  spoke  for  the  emancipating  movements  considered  the  com¬ 
promise  no  more  than  a  preliminary,  transitional  step  leading  either  to  full 
integration  or  to  genuine  federation,  or  even  confederation.  As  a  result  they 
agitated  on  both  levels,  in  conformity  with  the  nature  of  the  compromise. 

How  far  was  the  French  Union,  or  rather  the  mother  country,  able 
to  accede  to  these  partially  overlapping  demands,  and  how  far  did  it 
prove  able  to  adjust,  in  order  to  bring  the  decolonization  it  had  initiated 
to  a  smooth  conclusion? 
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INDOCHINA,  TUNISIA  AND  MOROCCO 


In  spite  of  anti-French  agitation  in  Saigon  after  the  Japanese  surrender, 
British  and  French  troops  managed  to  win  back  Cochin  China  in  the 
autumn  of  1945,  restore  the  administration  and  begin  “pacification”. 
But  supporters  of  the  Viet  Minh  continued  to  terrorize  “collaborators”, 
i.e.  Indochinese  who  co-operated  with  France.  The  educated  class,  par¬ 
ticularly  the  young  intellectuals,  began  to  withdraw  from  such  “com¬ 
promising”  and  marked  time.  Only  a  very  generous  policy  of  reform 
would  have  offered  some  hope  of  creating  the  necessary  basis  of  trust. 
One  way  or  another  the  final  decision  now  lay  vidth  Tonkin. 

In  this  phase  of  administrative  disorganization,  when  even  Chinese 
troops  marched  in  as  “liberators”,  the  Viet  Minh  managed  to  build  up 
its  position.  “The  entire  population  was  taking  part  in  the  new  mystique 
of  Coc  Lap”  ( independence ).i  Although  the  Viet  Minh  alleged  it  was  a 
collective  movement  of  all  the  national  forces,  around  the  turn  of  1945- 
1946  Communist  and  anti-Communist  groups  were  at  odds  in  Hanoi. 
Ho  Chi  Minh,  who  found  himself  isolated  in  his  foreign  policy  and 
hard  pressed  in  economic  and  financial  affairs,  agreed  to  negotiate.  On 
6  March  1946  he  and  Sainteney,  representing  Leclerc,  signed  an  agree¬ 
ment  by  which  France  recognized  “the  Republic  of  Vietnam  as  a  free 
State,  with  its  own  Government,  its  Parliament,  its  army  and  its  finances, 
forming  a  part  of  the  Indochinese  Federation  and  of  the  French  Union”. 
This  was  a  great  concession.  France  had  not  promised  independence  in 
the  full  sense  of  the  term  yet  it  granted  autonomy,  together  with  a 
Vietnamese  army  and  the  recognition  of  Ho  Chi  Minh  as  head  of 
government.  For  his  part  Ho  renounced  his  claim  as  spokesman  for 
the  whole  of  Indochina  and  agreed  to  the  entry  of  French  troops  into 
Hanoi.  No  doubt  he  considered  the  agreement  of  6  March  no  more 
than  a  temporary  solution.  French  opinion  was  divided.  While  Leclerc 
and  Sainteney  were  prepared  to  co-operate  with  the  Viet  Minh  in  face 
of  the  Asian  emancipation  movements  and  the  weakness  of  their  own 
forces,  the  administration  in  Saigon  under  Admiral  d’Argenlieu  viewed 
the  agreement  as  a  concession  imposed  by  the  critical  situation;  it  should 
be  revoked  or  by-passed  as  soon  as  possible  and  under  no  circumstances 
should  it  prevent  the  restoration  of  effective  French  control.  An  at¬ 
mosphere  of  distrust  already  pervaded  the  conference  of  Dalat  [Indo- 
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china]  held  between  17  April  and  11  May  1946.  This  conference  was 
primarily  coneerned  with  the  federation  of  Indoehina  and  the  question 
of  whether  Coehin  China  belonged  to  it  or  whether  this  eolony  should 
remain  under  Freneh  rule  for  the  present.  France  tried  to  transfer  wide 
powers  to  the  federation— with  a  high  commissioner  as  head  of  the 
executive— and  held  a  dominant  position  in  the  Freneh  Union,  while 
Ho  Chi  Minh  started  from  the  assumption  that  Vietnam  had  already 
achieved  independence,  demanded  diplomatie  representation  in  Paris 
and  considered  the  federation  no  more  than  a  vehiele  of  eeonomic  co¬ 
ordination. 

Ho  was  invited  to  the  Paris  negotiations  on  the  Indochinese-French 
community.  President  Bidault  himself  ofEeially  reeeived  him  with  great 
ceremony.  Meanwhile,  however,  after  eareful  preparation  but  without 
the  consent  of  the  Paris  government,  d’Argenlieu  took  the  initiative. 
On  1  June  in  an  attempt  to  isolate  the  Viet  Minh  in  Tonkin  and 
Annam  he  proclaimed  the  Republie  of  Cochin  China.  Ho  naturally 
protested  violently  against  this  dubious  manoeuvre  which  strained  the 
lengthy  negotiations  taking  place  in  Fontainebleau.  Each  side  entrenehed 
itself  in  its  positions.  The  Communist  leaders  of  the  Vietnamese  Re¬ 
public  hoped  to  negotiate  a  bilateral  agreement  between  two  independent 
states,  while  Franee  adhered  to  the  French  Union  idea  and  was  prepared 
only  to  give  Vietnam  the  position  of  assoeiated  state  within  the  Union. 
“Our  eoneeption  of  the  French  Union  is  not  that  of  an  alliance  but 
that  of  states  closely  united  by  common  organs”,^  said  a  French  representa¬ 
tive.  At  the  second  conference  in  Dalat,  d’Argenlieu  intervened  again  to 
try  to  establish  the  position  of  Cambodia,  Laos  and  Coehin  China  in 
the  federation  of  Indochina,  but  did  not  invite  the  Viet  Minh  to  the 
conference.  The  Fontainebleau  eonference  eame  to  nothing.  Ho  Chi 
Minh  and  the  Socialist  overseas  minister,  Marius  Moutet,  signed  a 
modus  vivendi  agreement  on  14  September,  which  did  not  touch  on 
decisive  points  such  as  “independence”  and  the  position  of  Cochin 
China.  Meanwhile,  in  Hanoi,  radical  elements  led  by  Vice-President 
Giap  gained  ground  and  tried  by  means  of  sabotage,  boycotts  and 
terrorism  against  Freneh  civilians  and  the  military,  as  well  as  against  anti- 
Communist  Tonkinese,  to  prevent  any  agreement  with  France.  As  a 
result  non-Communist  nationalist  groups  were  gradually  driven  out.  Saigon 
resolved  to  “teaeh  them  a  severe  lesson”  and  bombed  the  harbour  of 
Haiphong  on  23  November,  provoking  the  Viet  Minh  attack  on  Hanoi 
on  19  December.  The  Indochinese  war  began. 

Perhaps  it  would  have  been  possible  to  negotiate  with  Ho  Chi  Minh 
after  Franee’s  first  military  victories  in  Tonkin  and  to  form  a  coalition 
government  for  the  whole  of  Vietnam.  It  is  impossible  to  tell  whether 
this  might  have  neutralized  the  Communists,  and  admittedly  it  would 
have  presupposed  abandoning  the  Cochin  China  experiment  and  rec¬ 
ognizing  the  Republie  of  Vietnam.  General  Leclere  seems  to  have 
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made  moves  in  this  direction,  partly  because  he  was  aware  of  the  immense 
difficulties  of  jungle  warfare.®  The  Socialist  presidents  Blum  and  Rama- 
dier  also  showed  interest  in  such  a  “solution”.  But  Admiral  d’Argenlieu 
and  the  Centre  and  right-wing  parties  in  the  mother  country  rejected^ 
it,  alleging  that  the  attack  on  Hanoi  had  permanently  discredited  the 
Viet  Minh  and  that  negotiations  would  appear  to  betray  France’s  legit¬ 
imate  interests.  The  result  was  a  compromise.  D’Argenlieu  was  replaced 
by  the  Radical  Socialist  Bollaert  who  was  entrusted  with  persuading  the 
Indochinese  states  to  accept  the  constitutional  status  of  associated  states 
and  with  initiating  negotiations  with  “possible  partners”.  But  when  Ho 
Chi  Minh  again  proved  willing  to  negotiate  in  March  and  April  1947 
(Mao  had  not  yet  come  to  power  in  China),  the  French  practically 
stipulated  capitulation  and  their  conditions  were  therefore  rejected.  Mean¬ 
while,  with  the  ousting  of  the  Communist  party  from  the  government, 
French  policy  had  moved  to  the  right.  On  15  May  Bollaert  declared: 
“France  will  remain  in  Indochina  and  Indochina  in  the  heart  of  the 
French  Union.”  So  the  Viet  Minh  could  no  longer  be  the  sole  partner 
in  the  negotiations.  The  “Bao  Dai  experiment”  finally  seemed  to  offer 
a  way  out. 

We  shall  not  describe  the  Indochinese  war  in  detail.  On  the  French 
side  it  was  waged  with  modern  weapons  and  crack  troops,  on  the  Viet 
Minh  side  with  the  methods  of  “revolutionary”  warfare  on  the  Chinese 
example.  Gradually  it  developed  into  a  struggle  between  the  Western 
world  and  the  Communist  bloc.  It  ended,  after  the  spectacular  defeat 
of  France  at  Dienbienphu,  with  the  Geneva  conference  in  July  1954 
which  agreed  on  the  temporary  partition  of  Vietnam. 

The  war  in  Indochina  remained  a  focal  point  of  French  party  politics 
and  ideological  discussion  for  years.  While  the  Left  demanded  negotiations 
with  Ho  Chi  Minh,  the  Right  refused  to  embark  on  a  policy  of  “sur¬ 
render”  (cf.  pp.  419-20).  The  unstable  governments  were  unable  to  pursue 
a  united  policy  and  left  the  decision  to  the  Saigon  administration.  The 
army  was  not  given  sufficient  backing  and  France  did  not  grant  the 
assistance  of  regular  troops.  On  several  occasions  it  was  declared  that 
the  war  had  been  won.  Intrigues,  betrayal  and  corruption  in  Paris  and 
Saigon  turned  the  bloody  conflict  in  Asia  into  a  “rotten  war”  which 
gnawed  at  the  strength  of  the  mother  country  and  had  to  be  ended 
one  way  or  another.  This  feeling  was  particularly  strong  because  France 
had  not  succeeded  in  gaining  sufficient  Vietnamese  support  to  success¬ 
fully  combat  Communist  infiltration  and  jungle  warfare. 

We  must  briefly  outline  the  French  attitude  during  the  war  and  the 
policy  towards  non-Communist  Vietnam.  As  we  said  earlier,  France  tried 
to  base  its  policy  on  the  1946  constitution,  which  envisaged  the  status  of 
associated  members  within  the  French  Union  for  the  states  of  Indo¬ 
china,  i.e.  internal  autonomy  but  no  sovereignty  in  foreign  affairs. 
Foreign  policy  and  defence  were  the  responsibility  of  the  Union,  which 


FRANCE 


399 

France  dominated.  Accordingly,  Bollaert  described  the  French  Union  on 
15  May  1947  as 

a  harmonious  whole  formed  of  territories  who,  aware  of  their  solidarity, 
agree  in  their  own  interests  to  adhere  to  a  greater  community.  .  .  .  France 
wishes  the  restrictions  of  their  sovereignty  to  be  as  minimal  as  possible. 
Although  it  intends  to  reserve  its  place  on  the  federal  plane,  it  no  longer 
wants  to  intervene  in  the  internal  administration  of  the  States. 

Some  time  later  he  added:  “The  French  Union  can  have  but  one 
army  as  it  can  have  but  one  diplomacy.”*  But  France  had  already  con¬ 
ceded  Ho  Chi  Minh  his  own  army  on  6  March  1946.  Was  it  possible 
to  wage  war  against  the  Viet  Minh,  who  had  raised  the  banner  of  in¬ 
dependence  and  liberation,  without  giving  one’s  partners  this  same  in¬ 
dependence?  Emperor  Bao  Dai,  who  had  occasionally  collaborated  both 
with  the  Japanese  and  with  the  Viet  Minh  in  1945,  managed  to  exploit 
his  strong  position.  Moreover,  for  Bao  Dai,  whom  his  opponents  described 
as  a  “puppet  of  the  colonial  power”,  it  was  a  point  of  honour  to  persuade 
France  to  accept  the  “magic”  word  “independence”.  The  French  Govern¬ 
ment  wanted  to  avoid  this,  with  regard  to  North  Africa  and  in  the  fear 
that  it  would  be  an  obstacle  to  the  French  Union,  but  it  finally  had  to 
give  in.  On  5  June  1948  after  laborious  negotiation,  France  solemnly 
recognized 

the  independence  of  Vietnam,  which  is  responsible  for  freely  realizing  its 
unity.  For  its  part,  Vietnam  proclaims  its  adherence  to  the  French  Union 
in  the  form  of  State  associated  to  France.  The  independence  of  Vietnam 
has  no  limits  other  than  those  imposed  on  it  by  its  membership  of  the 
French  Union.^ 

Now  even  the  eoncept  of  independence  was  surrounded  by  “Babylonic 
confusion”! 

The  French  Government,  under  pressure  from  the  Right,  continued 
to  reserve  to  itself  powers  of  diplomatic  representation  and  foreign  policy 
and  refused  to  give  in  on  the  question  of  Cochin  China.  Months 
passed  before  France  conceded  Vietnam  its  own  army  and  diplomatic 
representation  as  well  as  full  legislative  and  juridical  power,  by  the 
Auriol-Bao  Dai  agreement  of  8  March  1949.  But  Vietnam  still  remained 
within  the  French  Union.  Now  France  believed  it  had  made  the  final 
decision,  and  on  3  January  1951  President  Auriol  declared:  “The  struggle 
for  the  independenee  of  Vietnam  no  longer  has  a  raison  d'etre,  this  in- 
dependenee  has  been  achieved.”®  Indochina  thought  otherwise  and 
pressed  for  “full  independence”.  Cambodia  demanded  bilateral  negotia¬ 
tions  on  the  model  of  the  Commonwealth,  and  in  October  1953  a 
nationalist  congress,  with  aetive  co-operation  from  Bao  Dai,  deelared  in 
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Saigon:  “An  independent  Vietnam  could  not  participate  in  the  French 
Union  in  its  present  form.”  Tlie  first  negotiations  had  to  be  postponed, 
owing  to  the  stubborn  resistance  of  the  right-wing  dominated  parliament. 
In  January  1954,  High  Commissioner  Dejean  promised  new  talks  on  the 
preamble  of  the  constitution,  but  until  April  Paris  was  not  prepared 
to  contemplate  bilateral  relations  or  to  recognize  the  “total  independence 
of  Vietnam  and  its  full  and  entire  sovereignty”.  In  June  (after  Dienbien- 
phu  and  the  Geneva  conference!),  an  association  agreement  was  finally 
accepted.  It  provided  for  common  boards,  but  operated  on  the  basis  of 
full  equality  of  the  partners,  thereby  placing  Vietnam  outside  the  French 
Union.  The  later  conventions  were  bilateral  agreements. 

Decolonization  of  Indochina  was  imposed  on  France  by  armed  force; 
it  was  not  part  of  a  policy  planned  and  gradually  put  into  effect.  France 
thought  that  the  declaration  of  24  March  1945  provided  a  generous 
formula,  but  it  had  underestimated  the  strength  of  the  desire  for  emancipa¬ 
tion  after  the  Japanese  occupation.  Perhaps  the  concept  of  the  French 
Union  could  have  remained  valid,  at  least  for  a  few  years,  if  Paris  had 
accepted  the  full  autonomy  of  Indochina— or  rather  of  the  three  states 
Vietnam,  Laos  and  Cambodia— from  the  outset,  and  if  it  had  not  re¬ 
voked  or  avoided  by  its  plans  for  federation  the  concessions  that  had 
been  forced  from  it  in  the  agreement  with  Ho  Chi  Minh.  However,  to 
do  justice  to  French  policy,  one  must  remember  the  political  and 
psychological  difficulty  of  having  to  negotiate  with  a  Republic  of  Vietnam 
under  Communist  leadership.  In  this  sense  the  situation  in  Indochina 
was  fundamentally  different  from  that  in  Burma  or  Indonesia.  Any 
readiness  for  concession,  as  shown  by  Leclerc  and  left-wing  circles  in 
metropolitan  France,  was  attacked  from  the  start;  both  the  administration 
in  Saigon  and  conservatives  in  France  had  good  arguments  with  which 
to  sabotage  further  negotiations  with  the  Viet  Minh  and  they  tried  to 
reach  a  solution  by  brute  force.  This  produced  a  paradoxical  situation 
in  that  France  had  to  grant  Bao  Dai  what  it  had  refused  Ho  Chi  Minh 
in  1946.  France  let  itself  in  for  a  bloody  war  in  order  to  uphold  “French 
presence”  and  because  it  did  not  want  to  recognize  the  Viet  Minh’s 
claim  to  independence;  yet  it  was  forced  to  grant  this  same  independence 
during  the  war  to  non-Communist  Indochina.  This  concession  was  made 
only  after  many  months  of  difficult  negotiation,  and  it  was  made  re¬ 
luctantly— under  American  pressure— destroying  all  chances  of  winning 
the  support  of  the  masses  and  the  non-Communist  nationalist  elite  and 
giving  the  Viet  Minh  no  real  alternative.  In  the  end,  France  had  no 
choice  but  to  reinterpret  what  had  been  a  colonial  war  as  an  anti-Com- 
munist  crusade. 

Meanwhile,  France  also  had  to  come  to  terms  with  the  emancipation 
movements  in  Tunisia  and  Morocco.  There  the  discussion  did  not  reach 
its  peak  until  some  time  after  the  Geneva  agreement.  The  existing 
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situation  and  French  policy  were  similar  in  the  two  territories.  Their  legal 
basis  was  still  the  protectorate  agreement  with  its  fiction  of  a  Tunisian 
and  a  Moroccan  state.  Here  the  problem  was  the  relatively  strong 
resident  settler  minority,  whom  the  mother  country  could  not  simply 
“sacrifice”.  Moreover  the  settlers  were  influential  both  in  local  ad¬ 
ministration  and  in  Paris  and  tried  to  undermine  any  proposed  reforms. 
The  Muslim  nationalist  movement  was  rapidly  expanding,  supported  by 
the  Arab  states  of  the  Middle  East.  Since  the  Second  World  War  the 
nationalists  had  been  pressing  for  independence  or  at  least  full  internal 
autonomy.  They  demanded  annulment  of  the  protectorate  agreement 
and  recognition  of  Tunisian  and  Moroccan  sovereignty,  in  addition  to 
a  bilateral  agreement  which  took  French  interests  into  account.  But 
France  adhered  to  the  protectorate  and  only  conceded  a  few  internal 
reforms,,  which  did  not  satisfy  the  nationalists  and  were  sabotaged  by  at 
least  some  of  the  settlers  at  first.  Attempts  were  then  made  to  establish 
a  kind  of  co-sovereignty  and  to  give  the  French  colonials  a  direct  part  in 
the  parliament  and  the  government  of  both  states.  In  fact,  at  a  time 
when  a  trend  towards  self-government  was  becoming  apparent,  France 
tried  to  guarantee  the  privileged  position  of  the  settlers  in  a  new  way, 
or  better,  by  a  new  detour.  Naturally,  these  all  too  transparent  efforts, 
which  could  hardly  be  reconciled  with  the  concept  of  the  protectorate, 
were  strongly  opposed  and  finally  came  to  nothing.'^ 

In  February  1947  France  replied  to  a  wave  of  agitation  in  Tunisia 
the  previous  summer  by  appointing  a  new  resident-general,  and  by 
making  some  modest  reforms:  the  Tunisians  and  the  French  were 
granted  parity  representation  in  the  Cabinet,  under  the  chairmanship 
of  a  Tunisian.  In  fact  policy-making  and  administration  remained  in 
the  hands  of  France.  In  1949  Bourguiba  was  allowed  to  return  to  Tunis, 
and  in  April  1950  he  stated  his  demands  in  Paris;  a  homogeneous  Tuni¬ 
sian  government  and  the  abolition  of  the  offices  of  resident-general  and  his 
administration;  the  election  of  a  constituent  assembly  on  the  basis  of 
universal  franchise.  The  “legitimate  interests”  of  France  were  to  be  settled 
by  agreement. 

Robert  Schuman,  the  foreign  minister  responsible  for  the  protectorates, 
wanted  to  be  conciliatory.  On  11  June  1950  he  declared  in  Thionville 
that  the  new  resident-general’s  mission  was  “to  lead  Tunisia  ...  to 
that  independence  which  is  the  ultimate  objective  for  all  the  territories 
in  the  heart  of  the  French  Union”.  This  objective  could  only  be  achieved 
by  degrees,  he  said,  but  it  must  begin  by  a  reduction  of  direct  ad¬ 
ministration.®  As  in  Indochina,  this  was  the  first  time  the  word  “inde¬ 
pendence”  had  been  used  officially,  although  this  independence  was 
to  apply  only  within  the  French  Union  and  remained  rather  vague. 
Nevertheless  the  reaction  of  the  Tunisian  press  was  positive  and  Bourguiba 
also  showed  signs  of  approval.  Even  the  Neo-Destour  party  secretary 
participated  in  Chenik’s  new  government,  which  was  to  open  negotiations 
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with  France.  The  reform  of  February  1951  did  not  go  very  far,  however: 
the  French  “advisers”  to  the  Tunisian  ministers  were  recalled.  Now 
the  Tunisians  pressed  for  the  next  stage,  homogeneous  government. 

This  provoked  the  full  force  of  the  settlers’  opposition.  They  openly 
withdrew  their  allegiance  from  the  resident-general  and  threatened  re¬ 
bellion.  The  resident-general  of  Morocco,  Juin,  the  governor-general  of 
Algeria,  Naegelen,  and  the  right-wing  minister  in  the  French  Govern¬ 
ment,  Martinaud-Deplat,  also  objected.®  The  French  Government,  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  Right  after  the  elimination  of  the  SFIO,  capitulated.  Once 
again  it  was  Robert  Schuman  who  made  known  the  change  of  policy. 
In  a  letter  dated  15  December  he  wrote  that  Paris  refused 

to  end  their  [the  settlers’]  participation  in  the  functioning  of  the  political 
institutions.  The  government  is  strongly  attached  to  this  principle  which 
appears  the  only  one  capable  of  ensuring,  by  a  fruitful  Franco-Tunisian 
association,  the  harmonious  development  of  these  institutions.^® 

This  meant  co-sovereignty.  The  French  in  Tunisia  were  to  obtain  fran¬ 
chise  and  to  be  represented  in  the  government,  thus  becoming  co-bearers 
of  sovereignty.  In  order  to  emphasize  the  new  course,  the  resident-general 
De  Hautecloque  arrived  on  board  a  destroyer!  The  more  conservative 
historian  Le  Tourneau  has  rightly  compared  this  situation  to  that  of 
1936-1938  when  the  settlers  blocked  the  reform  policy  and  imposed  their 
wishes  on  the  government  in  Paris.  No  less  than  Robert  Schuman  him¬ 
self  revealed  in  a  sensational  newspaper  article  how  he,  the  responsible 
foreign  minister,  had  lost  any  real  power  of  decision:  since  the  residents 
and  the  civil  service  identified  with  the  settlers,  while  the  government 
had  to  compromise  with  the  parliamentary  Right,  the  hierarchical  power 
of  command  in  the  protectorates  had  been  lost.^^  This  heralded  the 
functional  crisis  in  the  Fourth  Republic,  which  was  to  come  to  grief 
over  the  Algerian  question. 

The  Tunisians  tried  to  bring  their  quarrel  with  France  before  the 
United  Nations.  Since  the  bey  refused  to  dissolve  the  Ghenik  cabinet, 
Bourguiba  and  other  Neo-Destour  leaders  were  arrested  on  18  January 
1952,  and  Ghenik  in  March — without  the  knowledge  of  SchumanP^  In 
all  likelihood  it  was  French  counter- tenorists  who  murdered  Ferhat 
Hached,  the  Tunisian  union  leader,  in  December.  But  De  Hautecloque 
asserted  that  “the  nationalists  know  the  game  has  been  played  out  and 
they  have  lost.  The  Tunisians,  who  forget  easily,  have  already  forgotten 
the  name  of  Bourguiba”.^® 

There  was  another  reform  attempt  in  1954,  but  it  did  no  more  than 
maintain  parliamentary  representation  in  the  Tunisian  assemblies.  Al¬ 
though  even  such  paltry  concessions  went  too  far  for.  the  settlers,  who 
accused  Paris  of  a  policy  of  “surrender”,  the  Neo-Destour  now  spoke  of 
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the  “perpetual  dupery  of  the  regime  of  co-sovereignty”.^^  Sabotage,  as¬ 
sassinations  and  fellagha  [guerrilla]  attacks  began. 

It  was  left  to  Mendes-France  to  prevent  the  outbreak  of  a  bloody 
conflict.  On  31  July  he  resolutely  set  out  for  Tunis,  visited  the  bey  and 
declared: 


The  internal  autonomy  of  the  Tunisian  state  is  recognized  and  proclaimed 
without  reservations  by  the  French  Government  .  .  .  this  is  why  we  are 
ready  to  transfer  to  Tunisian  persons  and  institutions  the  internal  exercise 
of  sovereignty.^® 

There  was  no  question  of  co-sovereignty  now,  and  Paris  was  willing  to 
transfer  internal  administration  to  the  Tunisians,  reserving  itself  sov¬ 
ereign  rights  in  foreign  policy  alone.  But  Mendes-France,  who  had  hoped 
to  introduce  a  generous  decolonization  coupled  with  economic  aid,  was 
prematurely  thrown  out  of  ofEce.^®  His  successor  Edgar  Faure  negotiated 
with  Bourguiba  (who  had  been  brought  out  of  exile  and  taken  directly 
to  Paris)  the  conventions  of  3  June  1955,  according  to  which  Tunisia 
obtained  internal  autonomy.  But  since  France  had  already  granted 
Morocco  full  independence  on  5  November,  the  Tunisians  increased 
their  agitation:  on  20  March  1956,  in  spite  of  the  resistance  of  Socialist 
president  Guy  Mollet,^'^  they  became  independent. 

Unlike  the  bey  of  Tunis,  who  remained  in  the  political  background, 
the  sultan  of  Morocco  took  an  active  part  in  the  emancipation  movement. 
He  made  a  provocative  speech  in  Tangier  on  10  April  1947  which 
challenged  the  protectorate  power,  described  Morocco  as  an  Arab  country, 
and  welcomed  the  Arab  League,  without  even  mentioning  France.  Paris 
replied  to  the  challenge  by  appointing  Juin  resident-general.  Marshal 
Juin,  from  Algeria,  whose  specialty  was  certainly  not  diplomacy  and  who 
preferred  more  practical  measures,  was  to  introduce  reforms  with  a  view 
to  internal  autonomy.  If  the  sultan  resisted,  he  could  be  deposed!^®  Juin 
tried  to  by-pass  the  Istiqlal  and  to  find  other  support.  In  October  1950 
the  sultan  presented  his  demands.  Today  they  seem  very  moderate  and 
they  would  doubtless  have  created  a  basis  for  negotiation,  but  Paris  held 
back.  In  the  following  year  Juin  and  the  sultan  came  into  conflict  when 
the  resident-general  demanded  an  open  disavowal  of  the  Istiqlal  and 
brought  in  Berber  tribes  to  exert  pressure  on  the  sultan;  on  25  February 
he  forced  him  to  capitulate.  The  nationalist  agitators  became  more 
insistent.  The  resident-general  showed  little  desire  for  reforms  and  still 
hoped  to  eliminate  the  Istiqlal.^®  Once  again  the  sultan  made  known 
his  desire  to  come  to  an  agreement  with  France  but  he  did  not  get  a 
hearing  in  Paris;  the  refusal  was  not  given  until  months  later.^®  The 
murder  of  Hached  in  Tunisia  provoked  strikes  and  demonstrations  in 
Casablanca  which  resulted  in  considerable  loss  of  life.  Hundreds  of 
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nationalists  were  arrested,  liberal  settlers  were  exiled.  The  nationalists  and 
the  administration  mutually  aecused  one  another  of  provocation,  and 
vehement  discussion  began  in  the  mother  country.  While  the  Left  sup¬ 
ported  the  nationalists  and  sharply  protested  the  administration's  repres¬ 
sive  measures,  the  Right  demanded  energetic  action  and  opposed  “pre¬ 
mature”  concessions.  Both  Paris  and  Parisian  legal  circles  now  introduced 
the  “Action  el  Glaoui”  in  the  hope  of  finding  a  way  out  of  a  situation 
that  was  completely  out  of  control.  In  spite  of  an  explicit  counter-demand 
by  the  government  [!],  the  pasha  of  Marrakesh,  a  traditional  rival,  was 
not  prevented  from  addressing  a  real  ultimatum  to  the  sultan  and  march¬ 
ing  in  Berber  tribes.  On  19  August  1953  the  sultan  was  deposed  and 
deported. 

His  successor  proved  more  adaptable  and  signed  the  decrees  laid 
before  him;  but  he  found  little  popular  support.  The  relaxation  of 
tension  in  Morocco  for  which  France  had  so  fervently  hoped  did  not 
take  place.  Instead  the  deposed  sultan  became  a  martyr  and  a  symbol 
of  the  new  emancipation  movement.  The  throne  question  blocked  all 
negotiations  with  France,  and  terrorism  and  counter-terrorism  reigned.  .  .  . 

After  unsuccessful  attempts  to  reach  a  compromise  the  French  Govern¬ 
ment  had  to  agree  in  October  1955  to  the  return  of  the  exiled  sultan 
and,  as  with  Bourguiba,  negotiated  with  him  personally.  In  an  agreement 
with  the  foreign  minister  Pinay  on  6  November,  the  sultan  declared 
himself  willing  to  set  up  a  new  government  and  introduce  democratic 
reforms,  “and  to  conduct  negotiations  with  France  destined  to  make 
Morocco  accede  to  the  status  of  independent  State  united  with  France 
by  the  permanent  ties  of  a  freely  accepted  and  defined  independence”.^^ 
Without  a  murmur  France  had  had  to  abandon  its  stubborn  resolution 
to  grant  internal  autonomy  but  never  independence  and  to  defend  its 
“permanent  interests”  in  Morocco  under  any  circumstances. 

A  new  concept  now  emerged,  that  of  “interdependence”.  The  term 
appeared  in  the  declaration  of  independence  for  Morocco  of  2  March 
1956  and  in  the  Tunisian  protocol  on  20  March  which  stated: 

In  respect  of  their  sovereignty,  France  and  Tunisia  agree  to  define  or  to 
complete  the  modalities  of  a  freely  realized  interdependence  between  the 
two  states,  and  to  co-operate  in  the  domains  where  they  have  common 
interests,  particularly  in  matters  of  defence  and  foreign  relations 

France  signed  very  detailed  conventions  with  Tunisia  and  Morocco  con¬ 
cerning  military  and  economic  matters  and  the  rights  of  the  French 
settlers.  But  what  was  interdependence?  It  was  meant  to  make  the  disso¬ 
ciation  seem  more  attractive  to  the  French  public,  while  giving  the 
impression  that  it  was  establishing  a  novel  yet  lasting  association  with 
Tunisia  and  Morocco.  In  fact  France  revoked  the  reluctantly  granted 
independence.  The  concept  of  interdependence  therefore  becomes  symp- 
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tomatic  of  France’s  general  attitude  towards  its  North  African  protec¬ 
torates  after  the  Second  World  War. 

Between  the  wars,  as  we  have  seen,  the  concept  of  the  protectorate 
was  rather  vague,  and  its  future  validity  was  seldom  seriously  disputed. 
Few  people  realized  that  one  day  the  “protectorate  relationship”  could 
come  to  an  end.  They  preferred  to  operate  with  terms  such  as  association, 
collaboration,  community  of  French  and  Muslim  interests,  etc.  which 
indicated  permanent  and  indissoluble  ties  between  the  mother  country 
and  the  protectorates  and  underlined  the  French  claim  to  power.  Even 
the  mandated  territories  in  the  East  were  considered  “legitimate  pos¬ 
sessions”  which  France  could  not  surrender  without  surrendering  its 
own  power.  For  Great  Britain,  the  status  of  protectorate  or  mandated 
territory  served  as  a  means  of  granting  states  such  as  Egypt  and  Iraq 
formal- independence,  and  Britain  confined  itself  to  bilateral  agreements 
which  guaranteed  it  military  bases,  control  of  foreign  policy  and  a  certain 
amount  of  indirect  influence  on  internal  policy.  France,  by  contrast, 
always  rejected  this  type  of  imperial  rule.  But  the  French  arguments 
w'ere  never  very  convincing.  France  pointed  to  the  relatively  large  groups 
of  settlers  in  Tunisia  and  Morocco— though  not  in  Syria  and  Lebanon — 
and  asserted  that  this  was  a  different  situation  and  one  that  required 
establishing  much  closer  relations  with  the  mother  country.  In  fact 
economic  interests  and  strategic  questions  had  just  as  much  if  not  more 
importance  for  London  as  for  Paris.  The  difference  in  attitude  had 
deeper  roots:  to  the  French  public  the  word  “independence”  remained 
taboo,  even  for  the  protectorates.  The  prevailing  image  was  that  of  a 
larger  union,  based  on  institutions  and  secured  by  them,  a  greater  whole 
under  French  leadership. 

The  French  Union  which  France  created  after  the  Second  World  War 
provided  the  special  status  of  associated  state  for  the  protectorates;  they 
were  to  have  internal  autonomy  while  foreign  policy,  defence,  etc.  were 
left  to  superordinate  boards  of  the  Union.  France  thought  this  gave  it  a 
chance  to  remain  a  world  power  overseas  for  decades  to  come.  Even  the 
left-wing  experts  on  Africa  believed  in  the  possibility  of  such  an  in¬ 
stitutionalized  union.  For  instance  in  1948  Robert  Montagne  hoped 
that  Morocco  would  enter  the  French  Union,^®  while  C.  A.  Julien,  a 
Socialist,  considered  that  a  federal  solution  would  create  such  close  ties 
between  France  and  the  protectorates  that  the  latter  would  give  up 
their  demand  for  independence.^^  Frangois  Mitterand  still  held  this 
opinion  in  1954.^®  certainly  not  maintain  that  such  a  solution 

was  an  illusion  from  the  start,  for  both  Bourguiba  and  the  sultan  were 
basically  francophile  and  interested  in  obtaining  technical  and  economic 
aid  from  the  mother  country.  For  it  to  have  been  successful,  however, 
France  would  have  had  to  concede  relatively  rapid  and  far-reaching  re¬ 
forms  and  to  agree  to  a  revision  of  the  protectorate  agreements.  But 
France  adhered  to  the  protectorate  agreements  and  took  no  pains  to 
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make  the  status  of  associated  state  seem  attractive  to  Tunisia  and  Mo¬ 
rocco.  Manoeuvres  such  as  co-sovereignty  and  the  removal  of  the  sultan 
led  to  a  hardening  of  fronts  and  ultimately  to  terrorism  and  counter¬ 
terrorism.  It  is  characteristic  that  even  liberal  political  writers  were  willing 
to  adopt  the  cliche  “interdependence”  and  that  even  at  this  late  stage 
they  continued  to  hope  for  the  creation  of  institutional  ties  between  the 
mother  country  and  the  former  protectorates.^®  By  comparing  the  French 
Union  with  the  Commonwealth  they  gave  the  impression  that  France 
had  long  been  aiming  at  a  goal  very  similar  to  Britain’s— namely  a  kind 
of  compromise  between  full  independence  and  federal  institutions.^^  We 
shall  enter  into  greater  detail  about  French  discussion  on  the  French 
Union  and  the  colonial  problems  in  the  years  1946-1955  in  the  following 
chapter. 


THE  REVISION  OF  THE  UNION  FRANgAISE  AND  THE 
POST-WAR  DISCUSSION,  1946-1955 


The  French  Union  cannot  be  said  to  have  achieved  what  the  constitution 
of  1946  intended.  The  aim  had  been  to  convert  the  colonial  Empire  into 
an  institutionalized  Union  which  would  reconcile  the  emancipation  move¬ 
ments  with  the  “permanent  interests”  of  the  colonial  power.  The  reasons 
for  the  failure  are  many.  The  increase  in  pace  and  scope  of  activity  of 
the  emancipation  movements  made  all  compromise  unacceptable  and 
the  nationalists’  demands  for  independence  were  made  more  and  more 
resolutely.  “Independence”  became  their  rallying  cry  and  served  as  an 
integrational  factor  for  the  not  yet  stabilized  social  structures.  The  East- 
West  conflict  also  provided  support  for  efforts  at  social  revolution  within 
the  nationalist  organizations,  and  moderate  leaders  were  forced  to  in¬ 
crease  their  demands  under  pressure  from  the  Left.  The  U.N.  also 
played  an  important  role,  taking  an  anti-colonialist  stance  and  giving 
small  and  weak  independent  states  a  chance  to  act  on  the  “world  political 
stage”.  But  it  would  be  wrong  to  see  outside  pressure  as  the  only  reason 
for  the  Union’s  failure.  France  did  little  to  make  the  institutions  of  the 
Union  acceptable  or  to  give  the  overseas  member  states  the  feeling  that 
they  had  a  part  in  general  policy-making,  or  that  they  could  successfully 
represent  their  claims  before  the  mother  country.  Paris .  was  too  preoc¬ 
cupied  with  other  matters,  and  both  the  general  public  and  most  of 
parliament  continued  to  show  little  interest  in  overseas  affairs.  It  seemed 
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easier  to  adhere  to  the  established  order  than  to  gradually  accede  to 
former  subjects’  escalating  demands,  whether  within  the  institution  of 
the  French  Union,  or  by  a  generous  interpretation  or  even  revision  of 
the  constitution.  Tliis  would  have  been  the  only  way  of  giving  the 
alleged  partners  a  sense  of  entering  into  a  true  union  with  the  mother 
country,  which  would  have  compensated  for  the  surrender  of  the  status 
of  formally  independent  state  or  even  made  this  surrender  seem  ad¬ 
vantageous. 

The  “Union”  between  the  French  Republic  and  the  associated  states 
got  no  further  than  the  preliminary  stages.  After  laborious  negotiations 
France  did  come  to  agreements  with  Cambodia,  Laos  and  Bao  Dai’s 
Republic  of  Vietnam,  by  promising  “independence  within  the  frame¬ 
work  of  the  French  Union”,  but  France  had  to  shift  its  position  again 
during  the  1953-1954  agreements,  conceding  the  states  their  own  foreign 
policy  and  army,  and  contenting  itself  with  bilateral  arrangements.  The 
North  African  protectorates  never  became  members  of  the  Union. 
French  lawyers  might  discuss  whether  the  protectorate  agreements  even 
allowed  for  automatic  entry  into  the  Union  as  associated  states— this 
question  was  answered  in  the  affirmative  at  first  but  later  in  the  negative 
— yet  one  way  or  another  France  would  have  had  to  agree  on  the  active 
participation  of  member  states  in  the  institutions  of  the  Union.  Agree¬ 
ments  of  this  kind  were  not  even  discussed,  for  neither  the  protectorates 
nor  the  metropolis  showed  much  interest  in  entering  the  French  Union! 
The  nationalists  saw  the  status  of  associated  state  as  meaning  the  re¬ 
nunciation  of  their  demanded  independence.  While  in  principle  the  pro¬ 
tectorate  was  a  temporary  solution,  the  French  Union  was  intended  to 
be  a  permanent  arrangement  and  the  constitution  did  not  provide  for 
exit  from  the  Union.  Moreover,  the  nationalists  saw  the  Union  as  an 
order  imposed  and  created  by  France  which  was  not  based  on  the  parity 
of  the  partners.  Rather  than  entry  into  an  existing  Union,  the  nationalists 
therefore  wanted  round-table  negotiations.^  France,  however,  considered 
that  the  existence  of  the  protectorates  confirmed  its  claim  to  power  and 
therefore  did  not  press  for  the  association  agreements  foreseen  by  the 
constitution.  Neither  the  government  nor  the  residents-general  welcomed 
active  participation  by  Indochinese  and  North  African  politicians;  since 
the  status  of  associated  state  had  proved  no  more  than  a  transitional 
step  towards  full  independence  in  Indochina,  they  were  aware  and 
afraid  of  the  “danger  of  infection”  for  North  Africa.  When  the  sultan  of 
Morocco  evinced  interest  in  the  French  Union  during  a  visit  to  Paris, 
some  circles  are  said  to  have  considered  this  an  added  reason  for  deposing 
him!^ 

Accordingly,  the  Union’s  high  council  met  only  three  times — the  first 
time,  characteristically,  not  until  1951!  Gonidec  wrote:  “The  French 
Government  shows  no  eagerness  for  the  ‘assistance’  of  this  organ.  ®  The 
efforts  of  the  Indochinese  to  make  the  council  function  as  an  advisory 
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organ  in  decisions  on  overseas  policy  were  rejected.  The  devaluation  of 
the  piastre  in  May  1943  was  decided  without  consulting  the  associated 
states  and  this  precipitated  the  crisis  in  the  Union.^ 

The  two  other  organs  of  the  French  Union,  the  presidency  and  the 
assembly,  were  similarly  ineffectual.  President  Auriol  did  not  take  full 
advantage  of  his  opportunities  and,  for  instance,  made  no  journeys  to 
the  former  colonial  Empire.  The  Assemblee  de  I’Union  franjaise  met 
regularly  and  no  doubt  did  some  positive  work,  but  government  and 
parliament  tried  to  restrict  its  role  as  far  as  possible.  This  assembly,  which 
in  fact  was  fully  qualified,  was  not  given  an  adequate  role  in  the  legisla¬ 
tion  and  administration  of  the  overseas  territories  and  its  proposals  were 
ignored  by  parliament.  The  powers  of  the  assembly,  which  were  small  in 
any  case,  were  not  extended.®  The  native  deputies’  disappointment  is 
understandable.  They  now  shifted  their  activity  to  the  Paris  parliament 
and  the  local  assemblies  in  the  hope  of  participating  in  the  “exercise  of 
sovereignty”  after  the  extension  of  their  territorial  autonomy.® 

There  was  much  criticism  of  the  French  Union  and  talk  of  revising  it, 
but  no  positive  steps  were  taken.  Meanwhile  decolonization  was  con¬ 
tinuing  and  eventually  proceeded  outside  the  1946  constitution.  In  July 
1953  the  Gaullist  deputy  Dronne  introduced  a  motion  to  revise  the 
constitution  in  the  name  of  the  RFP  (Rassemblement  du  Peuple 
Frangais).'^  The  Union,  he  stated,  existed  only  on  paper.  The  president 
was  not  elected  by  the  Union,  the  assembly  had  no  effective  power  and 
the  high  council  did  not  act.  The  Union  should  obtain  its  own  ministers 
with  special  powers,  and  the  associated  states  should  participate  in  the 
election  of  the  president.  In  short,  the  Union  should  acquire  a  “federal 
character’.  In  1955  “Independants  d’Outre-mer”  launched  a  new 

attack,  led  by  Senghor.®  The  agreements  in  Indochina,  they  said,  had 
already  shattered  the  framework  of  the  Union  and  similar  developments 
were  apparent  in  North  Africa.  Article  75  provided  for  a  change  of 
status  for  the  African  territories,  but  this  was  a  “hypocritical  formula”  so 
long  as  government  and  parliament  refused  even  minor  reforms.  Black 
Africa  was  not  demanding  the  status  of  associated  state,  which  had 
proved  a  failure  in  Indochina,  but  the  status  of  “state  integrated — by 
degrees — into  a  Federal  French  Republic”.  The  one  and  indivisible 
Republic  of  1789  no  longer  conformed  to  the  situation  in  1955.  Inte¬ 
gration  by  assimilation  eould  not  be  reconciled  with  the  African  demand 
for  self-realization  and  in  any  ease  it  was  unfeasible  in  practical  terms. 
On  the  other  hand,  they  said,  the  natives  realized  that  independence  in 
the  full  sense  of  the  term  was  inconceivable  for  the  small  and  economically 
weak  African  units:  “interdependence”  was  the  motto  of  the  twentieth 
eentury.  They  wanted  a  revised  constitution  which  would  create  a  con¬ 
federation  with  the  associated  states  and  convert  the.  republic  into  a 
federation,  with  federal  boards  responsible  for  foreign  policy,  defence 
and  economic  planning,  while  the  territories  obtained  their  own  internal 
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governments.  Senghor  explained  his  proposals  again  in  an  essay  in  La 
Nef.^  These  proposals  are  striking  and  coherent:  the  recognition  of 
independence  and  sovereignty  in  Indochina  and  North  Africa  must  be 
the  precondition  for  a  new  association  with  France;  only  then  could 
France  be  given  a  privileged  military  and  economic  position.  Black  Africa 
was  striving  for  internal  autonomy  together  with  participation  on  the 
federal  boards.  This  would  mean  the  achievement  of  equal  rights  and 
yet  avoid  “Balkanization”. 

Was  the  mother  country  prepared  for  such  an  incisive  revision  of  the 
constitution?  The  Assemblee  de  I’Union  frangaise  discussed  the  report 
of  deputy  Alfred  Bour  from  March  until  July  1955,  while  after  some  dis¬ 
cussion  parliament  resolved,  on  24  March,  to  revise  Title  VIII  of  the 
constitution.  But  a  year  passed  before  Paul  Coste-Floret  (MRP)  sub¬ 
mitted  his  report  on  5  July  1956,  and  it  took  the  “Commission  du 
suffrage  universel”  several  months  longer  to  come  to  a  decision.  It  sub¬ 
mitted  its  report  on  26  March  1957,  but  the  resolution  was  never  passed 
by  parliament.  .  .  . 

We  cannot  describe  the  countless  proposals,  reports  and  essays  in¬ 
dividually  here,  so  we  will  limit  ourselves  to  a  few  general  observations.^® 

Today  the  legalistic  character  of  the  discussion  seems  curious  and 
perhaps  specifically  French.  The  conversion  or  reconstruction  of  the  in¬ 
stitutions  of  the  Union  was  debated  in  legal  terms,  as  was  the  distribution 
of  power  between  the  Union  and  the  territories  and  between  the  Union 
and  the  parliament,  in  an  attempt  to  balance  the  divergent  interests  in  a 
compromise.  What  was  not  discussed  was  the  possibility  that  independent 
states  might  one  day  also  emerge  in  Black  Africa.^^ 

Assimilation  and  consistent  integration  no  longer  formed  the  point  of 
departure  for  a  progressive  reform  policy.  To  increase  the  number  of 
overseas  deputies  in  parliament  was  no  longer  suggested  either,  perhaps 
because  the  metropolis  had  become  aware  of  the  implications  of  such 
an  increase,  perhaps  because  the  African  spokesmen  now  pursued  other 
aims.  In  addition  the  Right  pointed  out  the  social  and  financial  effects 
of  the  1946  assimilatory  laws  and  hoped  that  the  grant  of  autonomy 
would  clear  the  way  for  special  territorial  rulings  in  social  legislation, 
wage  and  taxation  policy. 

Some  demanded  constitutional  changes,  others  were  content  with  re¬ 
adjustments  in  order  to  avoid  the  laborious  and  time-consuming  process 
of  revision.  In  characteristic  terms  they  demanded  the  transfer  of  ef¬ 
fective  consultative  powers  or  even  of  the  power  of  decision  in  certain 
questions  to  the  Assemble  de  I’Union  and  an  extension  of  the  responsi¬ 
bilities  of  the  territorial  assemblies.  But  it  proved  difficult  to  concede 
legislative  powers  and  their  own  governments  to  the  territories,  since 
this  would  destroy  the  framework  of  administrative  decentralization.  This 
problem  anticipates  the  1956  Loi  Cadre. 

Naturally  there  was  much  talk  of  federalism  again,  with  supporters  on 
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both  the  Left  and  the  Right.  Their  interests  and  attitudes  were  dif¬ 
ferent,  but  their  desire  for  a  federal  solution  always  had  the  same  goal: 
to  prevent  the  emergence  of  independent  African  states.  But  there  were 
still  many  different  interpretations  of  the  term.  We  have  described  the 
proposal  for  “genuine”  federalism  of  the  Independants  d’Outre-mer. 
Their  primary  aim  was  to  remove  the  responsibility  in  questions  of 
foreign  policy,  defence,  economic  planning,  etc.  from  the  French  parlia¬ 
ment  and  to  transfer  it  to  Union  boards  in  which  the  overseas  territories 
would  be  strongly,  if  not  proportionally,  represented.  Special  ministers 
would  be  responsible  to  the  Union  parliament.  The  Socialist  Oreste 
Rosenfeld  supported  this  proposal,^^  but  characteristically  his  own  party 
did  not  back  him.^^  The  mother  country  was  not  prepared  for  such 
extensive  reforms,  fearing  that  they  would  produce  results  similar  to 
complete  integration— namely  reducing  French  freedom  of  decision  and 
shifting  the  balance  in  favour  of  courts  in  which  the  native  deputies 
would  form  a  strong  minority  or  even  a  majority!  Instead  France  sought 
a  compromise,  as  in  1946,  which  was  of  questionable  legality.  Indeed,  if 
the  parliament  in  France  was  to  retain  the  ultimate  power  of  decision 
in  colonial  affairs,  a  genuine  federation  could  never  come  into  being.  It 
is  proof  of  the  difficult  situation  in  which  France  found  itself,  and  of  the 
lack  of  understanding  of  federalism  as  such,  that  in  many  cases  the 
fashionable  term  “federalism”  was  inadmissibly  used  in  the  sense  of 
administrative  decentralization.  Even  Pierre-Henri  Teitgen,  an  MRP 
Socialist  who  specialized  in  constitutional  questions  and  the  French 
Union  and  was  pro-reform,  used  the  term  to  indicate  “a  wide  autonomy 
of  the  territories  within  the  unity  of  the  Republic,  the  political  achieve¬ 
ment  of  administrative  decentralization”.^^  Tbis  interpretation  might  be 
valid  for  the  Loi  Cadre  prepared  by  Coste-Floret,  but  it  had  little  to 
do  with  federalism. 

George  Scelle,^®  an  influential  lawyer  and  specialist  on  federation, 
cursorily  qualified  the  1946  attempt  to  discover  a  federal  structure  in  the 
constitution  of  the  metropolis  as  “imperialist  hypocrisy”.  It  would  be 
just  as  ridiculous,  he  said,  to  declare  Madagascar  or  Dahomey  a  “French 
territory”  as  to  make  the  Union  assembly  responsible  only  for  overseas 
questions  and  not  for  Union  questions  as  such;  the  French  Union  was 
by  no  means  a  “federal  parliament”.  For  political  reasons  Scelle  also 
wanted  to  reserve  real  policy-making  to  the  mother  country  and  to 
grant  the  assembly  only  consultative  powers.  All  parliaments,  he  al¬ 
leged,  had  started  as  mere  consultative  boards!  Scelle  also  tried  to 
demonstrate  legally  that  the  concept  of  federalism  did  not  imply  “equality 
of  competences”,  by  referring  to  the  Pan-American  Union  and  the  Com¬ 
monwealth.  The  Commonwealth  could  be  an  example  only  if  France 
was  prepared  to  give  up  the  idea  of  institutional  ties  and  to  rely  on  the 
Union  members  acknowledging  French  leadership.  This  was  precisely 
what  France  did  not  want;  in  fact  federalist  plans  were  designed  to 
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prevent  just  such  a  true  independence.  Spokesmen  for  Indochina  and 
Bourguiba  might  postulate  a  conversion  of  the  French  Union  into  a 
Commonwealth/®  but  France  was  not  content  with  informal  or  bilateral 
agreements  and  strove  for  an  institutional  solution.^’  Some  writers  tried 
to  evade  the  dilemma  by  describing  the  long  overdue  reform  of  the 
Union  as  a  temporary  one,  since  ‘genuine”  federation  could  not  be 
realized  until  later.  Consequently  “genuine”  federation  was  once  again 
dismissed  and  the  entire  discussion  was  no  more  than  an  alibi. 

It  is  difficult,  and  would  require  considerable  research,  to  describe  in 
detail  the  attitudes  of  the  French  political  parties  to  the  colonial  question 
after  the  Second  World  War.  There  was  certainly  no  unity  of  position 
within  the  parties  themselves.  Even  in  the  disciplined  MRP  there  was  a 
left  and  a  right  wing,  and  even  Georges  Bidault  finally  came  into  such 
conflict  with  his  party  that  he  was  expelled  from  it.  It  was  often  the 
case  that  the  policy  espoused  by  party  members  who  were  ministers  in 
the  government  was  criticized  by  influential  deputies  in  the  same  party. 
Because  of  this  striking  inconsistency,  we  shall  confine  ourselves  to  a  few 
general  observations  and  outline  only  the  main  features  of  the  discussion 
within  France. 

The  position  of  the  Communist  party  is  not  of  great  interest  in  the 
context  of  this  discussion.  After  the  liberation,  the  party  at  first  became 
a  member  of  the  government  and,  in  the  interests  of  eventually  coming 
to  power,  did  not  support  the  colonial  emancipation  movements  over- 
vehemently.  Instead  it  described  the  nationalists  as  feudal  bourgeois  re¬ 
actionaries  or,  during  the  Setif  uprising  in  1945,  as  fascists,  and  pressed 
for  a  settlement  between  the  interests  of  the  mother  country  and  those 
of  the  colonies.  The  party  accepted  the  Indochina  declaration  of  24 
March  and  tried  to  persuade  the  Viet  Minh  to  modify  their  demands, 
arguing  that  the  right  to  self-determination  must  not  necessarily  lead  to 
dissociation  and  did  not  preclude  certain  forms  of  collaboration.  Al¬ 
though  the  Communist  party  always  supported  the  native  deputies  in 
the  constituent  assemblies,  it  eventually  accepted  the  French  Union.^® 
After  its  exclusion  from  Ramadier’s  government,  however,  in  1947,  it 
threw  caution  to  the  winds  and  supported  the  nationalist  parties,  openly 
urging  the  immediate  grant  of  independence.  It  now  “unmasked”  any 
efforts  at  compromise  and  any  transitional  solutions  as  imperialist  at¬ 
tempts  to  suppress  the  emancipation  movements  in  the  interests  of 
French  “monopoly  capital”  and  of  the  American  allies  in  order  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  old  policy  of  exploitation  in  a  new  form.  Now  the  party 
backed  Ho  Chi  Minh,  protested  against  the  war  in  Indochina  and 
openly  called  for  desertion  and  sabotage.^® 

Naturally  the  party  strongly  opposed  the  bloody  repression  of  the 
1947  revolt  in  Madagascar,  the  severe  reprisals  against  the  RDA  in  1949, 
the  North  Africa  policy,  and  above  all  the  deposing  of  the  sultan  of 
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Morocco,  and  tried  to  exploit  these  actions  as  propaganda.  The  war  in 
Algeria  gave  the  Communists  a  chance  to  agitate  too;  however,  they  had 
to  restrain  themselves  a  little  owing  to  the  rather  ambivalent  attitude  of 
the  workers  and  the  electorate  and  they  were  not  quite  able  to  come  up 
to  the  expectations  of  the  Algerian  nationalists. 

More  interesting  and  more  problematic  was  the  attitude  of  the  Socialist 
party.  As  a  responsible  government  party  or  coalition  partner  of  the  left 
Centre  it  could  afford  even  less  to  ignore  “national”  issues.  It  found  its 
supporters  less  among  the  proletariat  than  in  petit  bourgeois  rural  circles, 
who  were  interested  in  economic  and  social  reforms  and  supported  a 
“progressive”  programme,  but  rejected  any  policy  of  “surrender”.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  since  the  party  had  to  make  concessions  to  its  coalition  partners, 
it  often  had  to  sanction  a  policy  which  contradicted  its  own  doctrine. 
At  first  the  Socialist  party  adhered  to  pre-war  concepts.  The  party,  it 
was  alleged,  was  combatting  exploitative  colonialism  and  stood  for  the 
right  to  self-determination  and  emancipation.  But  conditions  were  gen¬ 
erally  not  yet  ripe  for  immediate  independence  and  premature  with¬ 
drawal  would  only  clear  the  way  for  the  old  feudal  or  new  bourgeois 
capitalist  forces  to  oppress  the  masses.  It  was  even  possible  that  a  dif¬ 
ferent  colonial  power  would  simply  step  in  to  replace  France.^®  As  be¬ 
fore  1939,  the  party  therefore  justified  the  temporary  maintenance  of 
French  control  by  stressing  France’s  civilizing  achievements: 

The  detention  of  territories  formerly  colonized  is  only  admissible  now  in  so 
far  as  the  colonizing  function  resolves  itself  into  a  civilizing  and  educative 
function.  It  cannot  be  pursued  against  the  wishes  of  the  colonized  people. 
It  aims  at  guiding  it  [the  people]  to  the  ability  to  govern  itself  freely. 
It  is  then,  it  is  when  it  ceases  to  be,  that  it  retroactively  finds  its  political 
and  moral  justification.^! 

As  early  as  1946  L^on  Blum  felt  entitled  to  say  with  regard  to  Indo¬ 
china:  “The  old  colonial  system  ...  is  today  a  changed  matter!”^^  Even 
though  this  old  party  leader  aimed  at  true  independence,  as  he  had 
done  between  the  wars,^®  other  Socialists  pointed  out  that  the  French 
Union  would  make  it  possible  for  the  former  colonies  to  remain  within 
Greater  France.  Their  favourite  argument  was  that  independence  had 
become  an  obsolete  concept  and  did  not  correspond  to  present-day 
trends  towards  association.  Senghor  himself  said  in  the  party’s  national 
council:  “The  reality  of  today  is  not  independence  but  interdepend¬ 
ence.”^^  In  this  way  the  demand  for  independence  could  be  condemned 
as  “separatism”.  The  Socialist  creed  was  curiously  merged  with  nationalist 
arguments  here.  Alduy  presents  an  example: 

This  is  the  whole  problem:  to  reconcile  the  principle  of  the  right  of  the 
peoples  to  govern  themselves  with  the  actual  condemnation  of  separatism 
.  .  .  secession,  lethal  for  France,  illusion  for  the  territories 
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Federation  seemed  a  way  out,  and  Alduy  was  one  of  its  most  eager 
exponents  in  1947-1949  2«  In  accordance  with  the  preamble  of  the  con¬ 
stitution,  the  French  Union,  as  a  “continuous  creation”,  must  be  ac¬ 
commodating  to  all  efforts  at  autonomy  and  must  realize  the  principle 
of  full  equal  rights  for  Union  partners.  Sovereignty  was  vested  in  the 
entire  Union  and  therefore  also  extended  to  the  metropolis.^^  As  we 
mentioned  earlier,  Oreste  Rosenfeld  took  up  the  concept  of  “genuine” 
federation  again  in  1955,  but  the  party  as  such  was  against  it.  When  it 
spoke  of  federalism  in  its  resolutions,  it  meant  only  the  French  Union 
of  the  1946  constitution;  the  term  was  dropped  after  1950!^®  Now  the 
demands  for  revision  ran  as  follows;  recognition  of  “sovereignty  and 
independence  within  the  framework  of  the  French  Union”  for  the  as¬ 
sociated  states— although  the  party  did  not  enter  into  details  about  the 
meaning  of  this  contradictory  formula;  a  change  of  status  for  the  trustee¬ 
ship  territories  and  for  Madagascar,  which  would  become  associated  states 
in  accordance  with  Article  75;  a  single  electoral  college  and  an  increase 
of  the  mixed  communes  in  the  African  territories;  better  distribution  of 
power  between  the  territorial  assemblies  and  the  Union  assembly.^®  But 
in  1956  the  Socialists  added  that  the  sovereignty  of  parliament  must  not 
be  affected  and  that  France  must  not  introduce  a  policy  of  “surrender”. 
For  the  rest,  the  Socialist  theses  were  rather  vague  and  conventional; 
the  party  had  veered  to  the  right  and  wanted  to  prevent  the  discrepancy 
between  its  programmes  and  its  effective  policy  as  a  government  party 
from  becoming  too  apparent. 

The  diflBculty  of  establishing  a  Socialist  policy  became  very  clear  in 
the  Indochina  question.  In  1946  the  party  reached  an  agreement  with 
Ho  Chi  Minh;  but  could  it  in  fact  accede  to  Ho's  demands  for  full 
independence?  It  was  difEcult  for  the  ageing  and  not  very  energetic 
Moutet  to  impose  his  wishes  in  face  of  the  agitation  staged  in  Paris  and 
Saigon  and  its  backing  by  Prime  Minister  Bidault.  Even  a  Cabinet  crisis 
would  have  had  little  success.  Shortly  before  L6on  Blum  came  to  power 
he  had  urged  an  agreement  with  the  Viet  Minh  “on  the  basis  of  inde¬ 
pendence”;  but  as  early  as  23  December  events  in  Hanoi  had  put  him 
in  an  awkward  position  from  which  it  was  difficult  to  find  a  way  out 
that  would  gain  parliamentary  support.  The  right-wing  Socialist  Ramadier 
was  to  make  liberal  declarations  when  he  became  prime  minister,  yet 
he  countered  Ho  Chi  Minh’s  offer  to  negotiate  by  stipulating  im¬ 
possible  conditions.  Although  the  “militants”  and  Le  Populaire  had  res¬ 
ervations  about  the  “Bao  Dai  experiment”,®'^  the  party  had  to  give 
parliamentary  protection  to  the  policy  of  a  government  to  which  it  be¬ 
longed  itself.  Even  if  it  continued  to  be  in  favour  of  negotiating  with 
the  Viet  Minh,  it  could  not  oppose  the  demand  for  increased  military 
action.  With  regard  to  Tunisian  and  Moroccan  policy,  the  Socialists 
soon  called  for  autonomy  and  subsequently  for  the  right  to  independ¬ 
ence  with  additional  bilateral  agreements.  But  they  did  not  stipulate  the 
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acceptance  of  their  theses  as  a  condition  for  their  participation  in  the 
government.^^  It  was  left  to  the  Radical  Socialists  Mendes-France  and 
Edgar  Faure  to  introduce  a  change  of  course! 

Undisturbed  by  government  responsibility,  parliamentary  possibilities 
and  the  mood  of  the  electorate,  the  left-wing  intellectuals  openly  ex¬ 
pressed  their  views  on  colonial  policy  and  vehemently  attacked  the  im- 
mobilism  of  the  Fourth  Republic.  Sartre’s  Les  Temps  modernes,  Claude 
Bourdet’s  France  Observateur,  the  left-wing  Catholic  Esprit  and  later 
the  Express  had  very  different  attitudes,  yet  they  formed  a  common  anti¬ 
capitalist  and  anti-colonialist  front  in  their  unconcern  with  party  politics 
and  in  their  attacks  on  the  “system”  of  the  Fourth  Republic  and  its 
adherence  to  the  status  quo  in  overseas  questions.  Les  Temps  modernes, 
and  France  Observateur  often  came  very  close  to  Communist  theses: 
France,  they  said,  was  supporting  and  defending  a  policy  of  capitalist 
exploitation;  interested  economic  groups  in  the  colonies,  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  and  in  parliament  had  carried  the  day  and  were  sabotaging  reforms. 
In  his  much  respected  essay  “Les  Maitres  de  I’Afrique  du  Nord”,  Claude 
Bourdet  tried  to  demonstrate  the  close  connections  between  the  col¬ 
onists,  industry  and  the  banks,  and  to  show  the  political  influence  of 
certain  prominent  personages.^^  It  was  they  who  were  chiefly  to  blame, 
he  thought,  for  the  critical  situation  in  Madagascar,  for  the  failure  of  the 
talks  with  Ho  Chi  Minh  and  for  the  delaying  tactics  in  North  Africa. 
His  conclusions  are  obvious:  a  consistent  and  complete  change  of  course, 
socialist  reforms,  the  recognition  of  the  right  to  autonomy  and  inde¬ 
pendence,  negotiations  with  the  nationalists  before  it  was  too  late  and 
while  they  were  willing. 

L’Esprit  put  forward  somewhat  more  moderate  demands.  France  was 
refusing,  said  J.-M.  Domenach,  to  accept  the  world  political  situation. 
It  must  negotiate  with  Ho  Chi  Minh  and  convert  the  protectorates  and 
Madagascar  into  associated  states.  He  criticized 

this  reflex  of  inferiority  and  fear  that  mark  our  policy  in  questions  con¬ 
cerning  the  French  Union.  Fearing  secession  at  every  turn,  we  tighten  the 

ropes  until  they  threaten  to  break.^^ 

L’Esprit  wanted  to  work  out  a  “progressive  plan  for  emancipation”  with 
the  spokesmen  for  the  nationalist  movement.  Accordingly  Domenach 
supported  a  federal  solution  which  was  similar  to  what  Alduy  had  pro- 
posed.^^  It  was  important,  he  said,  to  note  the  “transitory  regime”  of  the 
French  Union,  which  provided  for  a  change  of  status  for  African  ter¬ 
ritories  too  and  would  gradually  come  to  resemble  the  Commonwealth. 
The  Commonwealth  had  demonstrated  in  advanee  how  independence 
could  be  reconciled  with  political,  economic  and  cultural  co-operation. 
“Our  only  chance  of  great  power  is  to  accede  to  this  in  our  turn.”®®  A 
generous  policy  of  decolonization,  based  on  a  desire  for  internal  renova- 
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tion,  offered  the  only  real  alternative  to  the  hesitant  attitude  of  the 
Fourth  Republic  which  would  either  lead  to  colonial  war  or  compel 
France  to  capitulate. 

The  Radical  Socialists  stood  to  the  right  in  the  Fourth  Republic,  al¬ 
though  under  Mend^s-France  the  “progressive  revolutionary”  tradition 
broke  through  once  again  and  temporarily  influenced  party  policy.  But 
a  conservative  if  not  reactionary  course  prevailed,  particularly  in  colonial 
policy.  The  party  hardly  had  any  part  in  deciding  the  constitution  of  the 
French  Union  and  rejected  the  proposals  of  both  constituent  assemblies. 
It  was  the  Radical  Socialist  Herriot  who  finally  managed  to  have  the 
proposal  of  the  constitutional  department  rejected,  thereby  ensuring  the 
interests  of  the  metropolis.  In  so  doing  he  also  disavowed  Gaston  Monner- 
ville,  who  had  supported  the  Inter-groupe’s  federal  proposals.  Strong  eco¬ 
nomic  interests  came  into  play  within  the  party  and  gave  it  a  “colonialist” 
stamp:  Luc  Druand-Reville  was  senator  from  Gabon,  member  of  the 
Academie  des  Sciences  Coloniales  and  the  party  “expert”  on  Africa  and  the 
French  Union:  in  addition  he  was  a  member  of  several  colonial  societies 
and  a  major  exponent  of  “overseas  capitalism”.  Rene  Mayer,  deputy  from 
Constantine,  who  was  president  in  1953,  and  had  connections  with  the 
Rothschilds  and  in  “big  business”,  took  up  the  case  of  the  French  Al¬ 
gerians.  Henri  Borgeaud,  who  represented  Algeria  in  the  Senate  from  1946 
to  1959,  was  for  a  long  time  the  head  of  the  RGR  faction.  Deputy 
Georges  Blanchette  was  one  of  the  richest  and  most  influential  men 
in  Algeria.  Martinaud  Deplat,  the  administrative  president  of  the  party 
from  1948  to  1955,  had  commitments  in  Tunisia  and  belonged  to  the 
right  wing.  Senator  Antoine  Colonna  counts  as  the  most  important  spokes¬ 
man  for  the  large  number  of  French  colonists  in  Tunisia. 

It  is  not  surprising,  therefore,  that  Druand-Reville  set  forth  colonialist 
and  conservative  proposals  at  the  Radical  Socialist  party  congress  in 
1949  as  the  reporter  for  overseas  France.®®  His  report  began  with  the 
usual  praise  of  France’s  colonial  past®'^  and  he  quoted  Jules  Ferry,  reiterat¬ 
ing  the  latter’s  arguments.  A  few  abuses  could  not  invalidate  the  great 
French  achievement.  France  continued  to  rely  on  the  colonies  for  its  raw 
materials  and  export  market.  Since  1945  there  had  been  a  certain  amount 
of  confusion  and  anti-colonialism  had  become  fashionable,  but  this 
ideology  was  dangerous,  “above  all  because  of  the  spirit  of  surrender  which 
permeates  it”.  This  cliche  was  used  to  compromise  all  attempts  at  re¬ 
form.  Naturally  there  was  no  lack  of  attacks  on  Russia  and  the  United 
States,  while  British  colonial  policy  continued  to  seem  “less  specifically 
human”  than  French  policy  and  oriented  solely  towards  exploitation.  The 
colonial  nationalists,  it  was  asserted,  were  small  minorities  of  evolues  whose 
status  the  Brazzaville  conference  had  wrongly  raised,  and  who  were  now 
directing  their  “native  racism”  against  France.  Examples  of  this  trend 
were  the  revolt  in  Madagascar  and  the  Vietnamese  nationalist  activities 
led  by  Ho  Chi  Minh.  “Take  care,  surrender  on  a  single  point  would  lead 
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to  general  ruin.”  Without  its  overseas  possessions  France  would  be  a 
power  of  the  rank  of  Poland  or  Portugal.  “The  Radical  party,  which  has 
a  fundamental  notion  of  the  greatness  of  France,  set  itself  on  the  road  to 
demolishing  French  sovereignty  once  before,  with  President  Herriot” 
(a  reference  to  Herriot’s  “emergency  break”).  Druand-Reville  praised  the 
Radical  Socialist  Bollaert,  “inventor  of  the  solution  to  the  agonizing 
question  of  Indochina”,  i.e.  of  Bao  Dai,  and  attacked  assimilation — 
earlier  Radical  Socialists  had  considered  it  a  liberal  and  progressive  policy. 
It  had  been  nonsense,  he  said,  to  give  the  “autochthons”  political  rights 
and  parliamentary  representation  in  1946,  since  the  evolues  were  already 
demanding  new  rights,  autonomy  and  even  independence.  Equality  had 
been  interpreted  in  such  a  way,  he  asserted,  that  it  jeopardized  the 
domination  of  the  mother  country;  an  example  was  the  single  electoral 
college  in  the  African  territories.  Labour  legislation  had  led  to  a  decrease 
in  production,  while  other  projects  had  been  “hair-raising”  and  had  been 
avoided  only  by  timely  Radical  Socialist  intervention.  In  effect,  Druand- 
Reville  had  a  personal  part  in  the  successful  delaying  tactics,  and  the 
Code  Moutet  of  1947  could  not  be  enforced  until  1952.®® 

The  party  congresses  in  the  following  years  moved  along  the  same  lines, 
although  the  general  statements  had  a  more  traditional  “Radical  Socialist” 
tone.  Opposition  to  a  policy  of  “surrender”  remained  strong: 

Our  country  depends  bodily  on  the  Overseas  peoples.  .  .  .  North  Africa 
is  the  last  chance  for  France  .  .  .  without  these  three  countries  ...  we 
would  have  lost  our  rank  of  great  power  ...  for  us  this  is  a  question  of 
life  and  death.  ...  It  must  be  made  quite  clear,  in  Africa  as  abroad,  that 
we  will  abandon  none  of  our  essential  rights.  .  .  .  We  shall  remain.^® 

While  Morocco  would  long  be  dependent  on  France,  France  itself  had 
“acquired  imprescriptible  rights”.  A  minimum  [!]  of  “auto-determination” 
was  necessary,  but  without  questioning  the  protectorate  treaties.^®  Roche 
made  the  ingenious  proposal  of  a  Moroccan  federation  based  on  national 
and  ethnic  factors.  Apart  from  the  maghzen,  which  was  responsible  for 
Moroccan  affairs,  the  French  Community  should  be  under  a  high  com¬ 
missioner.  Above  him  should  be  a  governor-general  appointed  by  the 
president  of  the  French  Union,  who  would  represent  France  in  the  Union 
and  on  the  international  boards.^^  This  so-called  reform  proposal  in  1953 
was  in  fact  a  variant  of  co-sovereignty,  designed  to  bind  Morocco  closely 
to  the  mother  country  and  ensure,  at  least  indirectly,  that  the  settlers 
remained  in  a  dominant  position.  There  was  not  a  word  about  the  sultan! 
How  far  Roche  was  implicated  in  the  removal  of  the  sultan  remains  an 
open  question,  but  in  any  case  the  party  backed  his  manoeuvre  and 
congratulated  him  on  his  influence  in  Morocco.^^  The  major  opposition 
to  Mende’s-France’s  Tunisian  policy  came  from  Borgeaud,  Colonna  and 
Martinaud  Deplat;  Deplat  sharply  opposed  Bourguiba  and  the  idea  of 
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negotiations  in  parliament  on  10  August  1954,  in  order  to  torpedo 
the  Carthage  speech.^®  Rene  Mayer  dissociated  himself  from  Mendes- 
France’s  policy  and  managed  to  overthrow  him  in  February  1955.  How¬ 
ever,  it  was  the  Radical  Socialist  Edgar  Faure  who  continued  Mendes- 
Franee’s  policy  in  Tunisia  and  Morocco  and  brought  it  to  its  conclusion, 
i.e.  granting  the  full  independence  which  had  been  considered  out  of  the 
question  two  years  before.^^  It  is  characteristic  of  the  internal  state  of 
the  Radical  Socialist  party  that  Martinaud  Deplat  took  a  stand  against 
Faure,  the  president  of  his  own  party,  in  the  fight  over  the  conventions 
with  Morocco  on  8  October  1955!^® 

Albert  Sarraut  served  as  president  of  the  Union  Assembly  and  reiterated 
his  old  proposals  at  the  1951  party  congress.  Everyone  had  a  right  to  ex¬ 
ploit  mineral  resources  in  the  undeveloped  areas,  and  colonization  was 
justified  as  an  “agent  of  civilization”.^®  France’s  mission  lay,  he  said  a 
year  later,  in  the  “integration  of  Africa  into  Europe”.  This  was  a  con¬ 
venient  phrase  which  meant  little  but  corresponded  to  Radical  Socialist 
ideas.^^  France  had  aeted  too  hastily  in  Blaek  Africa  and  had  given  the 
Africans  rights  which  they  did  not  understand.^®  This  was  followed  by 
talk  of  “the  primordiality  of  social  and  economic  questions  over  politics”.^® 
After  1952  the  Radical  Socialists  also  felt  it  necessary  to  urge  a  reform  of 
the  Union  by  granting  further  powers  to  the  local  and  Union  assemblies. 
But  the  party  developed  no  original  ideas  of  its  own  and  devoted  no 
special  attention  to  this  reform.  The  Radical  Socialist  party’s  general 
attitude  towards  the  colonial  debate  in  these  years  was  based  on  the 
economic  interests  of  its  members  or  on  the  familiar  pre-war  theses  which 
now  led  to  immobilism  and  checked  any  timely  reforms. 

It  would  be  interesting  to  discuss  the  role  of  Mendes-France  in  greater 
detail,  but  here  we  must  be  content  with  a  few  observations  on  Francois 
Mitterand,  who  belonged  to  the  democratie  opposition  but  adhered  to 
Mendes-France’s  ideas.  In  his  1953  book  Aux  frontieres  de  VUnion 
frangaise,  with  a  foreword  by  Mendes  France,  Mitterand  attacked  French 
overseas  poliey.  He  was  in  favour  of  negotiating  with  Ho  Chi  Minh  and 
pointed  out  the  contradiction  of  granting  independence  to  Laos,  Cam¬ 
bodia  and  Bao  Dai  and  even  promoting  Indochinese  nationalism  against 
the  Viet  Minh  while  refusing  these  same  concessions  to  Tunisia  and 
Morocco  and  repressing  nationalism  there.  This  would  only  drive  North 
African  nationalists  into  the  arms  of  the  Communists  and  would  spoil 
any  chances  of  reaching  an  agreement  with  a  man  like  Bourguiba.  Mit¬ 
terand  wanted  to  concede  “sovereignty”  to  Tunisia,  in  the  sense  of  in¬ 
ternal  autonomy,  and  postulated  a  dual  nationality  which  would  give  the 
French  Tunisians  voting  rights  and  ensure  them  representation  in  the 
Tunisian  parliament.  The  Republic  of  Tunisia  would  continue  to  belong 
to  the  French  Union,  “even  if  it  does  not  adhere  to  it  explicitly”.  Mit¬ 
terand  described  the  “federal  structure”  as  the  “only  obstacle  to  the  ex- 
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cessive  development  of  the  aspirations  towards  integral  independence 
and  to  tlie  encroachments  of  increasing  tutelage”,  but  he  did  not  define 
this  federal  structure  more  clearly.  The  protectorates,  however,  should  not 
be  converted  into  associated  states,  as  provided  for  in  the  constitution,  for 
“the  example  of  Vietnam  would  be  annoyingly  contagious.  All  that  has 
been  done  in  Saigon  is  in  direct  opposition  to  the  French  Union”.®*^ 
Mitterand  preferred  bilateral  negotiations  with  formal  retention  of  the 
protectorate  treaties;  he  wanted  to  grant  internal  autonomy  but  to  reserve 
foreign  policy,  defence,  etc.  to  France  or  to  common  boards.  In  1953  he 
protested  that  even  Bourguiba  did  not  ask  for  more.  As  we  briefly  men¬ 
tioned,  Mendes-France  had  tried  to  introduce  a  similar  policy  in  1954  in 
his  Carthage  speech.  But  while  Bourguiba  considered  internal  autonomy 
only  a  transitional  solution,  Mitterand  and  Mendes-France  wanted  it  as 
a  more  or  less  permanent  arrangement.  Characteristically  Mitterand  con¬ 
templated  a  “Eurafrican  France”: 

From  the  Congo  to  the  Rhine,  the  third  continent-nation  will  be  balanced 
around  our  metropolis®^  ...  to  make  the  united  republic  flexible  [with 
regard  to  the  African  territories],  to  prevent  the  creation  of  associated 
states,  to  federate  the  protectorate  states  [Tunisia  and  Morocco],  this  is 
the  task  to  be  accomplished,  the  task  which  will  lead  eighty  million  men  to 
their  destiny.®^ 

Generous  concessions  were  to  become  the  basis  of  a  new  form  of 
“Greater  France”.  Influential  spokesmen  of  the  left-wing  bourgeois  op¬ 
position  still  believed  in  1954-1955  that  they  could  avoid  opening  the  road 
to  independence  for  Tunisia  and  Morocco  and  maintain  institutional  ties 
with  the  mother  country.  This  proves  how  much  the  traditional  concept 
of  Greater  France  affected  French  discussion  of  decolonization  and  stood 
in  the  way  of  any  agreement  on  eventual  dissociation.  It  is  not  surprising 
either  that  Mitterand  misunderstood  British  policy  and  drew  false  con¬ 
clusions  from  it.  He  compared  the  grant  of  self-government  to  Nkrumah 
in  1951  with  the  North  Africa  policy  he  had  conceived,  on  the  grounds 
that  three  British  ministers  also  remained  in  the  cabinet  in  the  Gold  Goast 
to  ensure  imperial  control.  In  fact,  while  London  knew  that  this  could 
only  be  an  interim  solution  on  the  way  to  full  dominion  status,  Mit¬ 
terand  viewed  it  as  evidence  of  permanent  ties,  such  as  he  wanted  to 
establish  in  slightly  different  form  in  Tunisia  and  Morocco!  His  assump¬ 
tion  proved  an  illusion  and  laid  politicians  such  as  Mitterand  and  Mendes- 
France  open  to  the  reproach  that  they  were  either  playing  a  double  game 
or  were  entertaining  false  hopes  by  supporting  a  policy  of  unnecessary 
renunciation  and  “surrender”. 

The  Right  could  take  this  as  a  basis  for  criticism.  Its  arguments  are 
self-evident  and  we  can  summarize  them  briefly,  particularly  since  we 
intend  to  speak  of  General  de  Gaulle  and  his  supporters  in  a  later  con- 
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nection.  The  right-wing  policy  heralded  in  1946  by  the  Etats  g^n^raux  de 
la  colonisation  frangaise  and  by  the  activity  of  the  Comite  de  I’Empire, 
was  pursued  after  the  enforcement  of  the  constitution  with  a  readjustment 
of  aims  to  combat  any  policy  of  concession  and  to  defend  the  “French 
presence”.  The  stock  phrase  about  “surrender”  informed  the  whole  dis¬ 
cussion  and  served  as  a  strong  argument.  The  Right  asserted  that  with 
their  allegedly  liberal  reform  policies  the  government,  the  left-wing  parties 
and  the  intellectuals  were  destroying  the  former  mighty  colonial  Empire 
piece  by  piece  because  of  their  weakness,  their  party  interests  or  their 
ideological  confusion,  and  accused  them  of  making  concessions  to  the 
“secessionist”  nationalists  and  of  committing  high  treason  with  their 
policy  of  “surrender”.  To  refute  this  accusation  the  Centre  and  Left  tried 
to  present  their  reform  policy  as  the  only  remaining  chance  of  preventing 
precisely  such  a  “surrender”.  It  is  hard  to  tell  if,  or  how  far,  the  Right 
was  acting  on  behalf  of  concrete  economic  interests,  whether  it  was  re¬ 
flecting  a  general  conservative  and  reactionary  attitude  in  colonial  ques¬ 
tions  or  whether  traditional  nationalism  was  the  decisive  factor.  In  party 
politics  the  Right  was  chiefly  represented  by  the  “independants  et 
Paysans”;  but  we  must  note  that  it  was  more  of  a  collective  movement,  and 
that  for  instance  a  supporter  of  the  national  Right  such  as  Paul  Reynaud 
spoke  out  of  turn  on  several  occasions,  both  when  he  supported  European 
union  and  in  his  colonial  policy.  France  Outre-mer  and  Marches  coloniaux 
were  the  chief  public  organs  representing  colonial  interests. 

With  tiresome  repetition,  the  Right  recalled  France’s  historic  achieve¬ 
ment  in  civilizing  its  overseas  territories  and  in  leading  them  to  prosperity. 
This  task  was  not  yet  concluded,  it  asserted,  and  France  still  had  a 
“civilizing  mission”.  The  colonial  French  played  a  key  role,  asserted  the 
Right,  and  their  field  of  action  must  be  defended  for  only  thus  could 
France  remain  a  great  power  in  political,  economic  and  cultural  affairs.  A 
stereotyped  anti-Americanism  linked  the  political  Right  with  the  left-wing 
intellectuals,  although  some  of  their  arguments  were  different.  The  Ameri¬ 
cans  had  impeded  the  reconquest  of  Indochina,  were  supporting  the  na¬ 
tional  opposition  both  directly  and  indirectly,  and  wanted  to  take  pos¬ 
session  of  the  economic  positions  abandoned  by  France.  At  the  same  time, 
the  Right  dismissed  colonial  emancipation  as  the  work  of  only  a  small 
number  of  treacherous  agitators  who  were  neither  representative  of  the 
masses  nor  capable  of  bearing  responsibility.  It  was  quite  mistaken  to 
want  to  make  concessions  to  this  pseudo-elite,  for  this  would  only  be 
taken  as  a  sign  of  weakness  and  provoke  new  demands.  Tlie  mother 
country,  particularly  the  left-wing  parties  of  course,  was  disrupting  the 
generally  good  relations  between  natives  and  Europeans  and  thereby  pre¬ 
paring  the  way  for  “surrender”.  From  the  outset  the  Right  had  distrusted 
the  agreement  with  Ho  Chi  Minh,  approved  the  action  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  in  Saigon  and  held  the  Viet  Minh  solely  responsible  for  the  failure 
of  the  talks  in  Fontainebleau  and  the  outbreak  of  the  bloody  conflict. 
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It  wanted  to  wage  war  against  the  “traitors”  with  full  force;  negotiations 
with  the  Viet  Minh  were  pointless;  Emperor  Bao  Dai  must  guarantee 
French  presence  and  French  interests.  France  was  defending  not  just  itself 
but  the  whole  of  Western  civilization  in  Indochina. 

The  entire  armoury  of  arguments  emerged  in  Frederic  Dupont’s  Mis¬ 
sion  de  la  France  en  Asie,  published  in  1956.  Dupont,  a  former  president 
of  the  Paris  municipal  council,  minister  for  the  associated  states  and 
reporter  on  the  military  budget,  belonged  among  the  most  influential 
members  of  the  Right  in  colonial  questions.®®  He  had  written  his  book, 
he  said  himself,  in  order  to  protect  the  French  army  in  North  Africa  against 
the  same  fate  as  had  befallen  it  in  Indochina,  namely  lack  of  support, 
contempt  and  betrayal— and  by  so  doing  he  more  or  less  anticipated  and 
justified  the  problematic  attitude  of  the  army  in  the  Algerian  war.  He 
revealed  the  lack  of  national  unity,  the  parliamentary  intrigues,  the  ten¬ 
sions  within  the  Cabinet  and  the  weakness  of  the  government,  and  ac¬ 
cused  Communists,  Socialists  and  the  left-wing  intellectuals  of  prevarica¬ 
tion,  treason  and  “cowardice”.  He  blamed  the  Socialists  specifically  for 
having  demanded  negotiations  with  the  Viet  Minh,  delaying  the  Bao 
Dai  experiment  and  rousing  anti-French  suspicion.  The  army,  he  said,  had 
been  systematically  slandered.  The  report  on  tortures  in  Indochina, 
which  Paul  Mus  had  published  in  Temoignage  chretien  in  1950,  appeared 
to  Dupont  to  be  an  example  of  the  “masochism  of  certain  degenerate  in¬ 
tellectuals”.®^  The  Geneva  agreement  and  the  policy  of  Mendes-France 
were  expressions  of  this  reprehensible  defeatism,  which  even  Le  Monde 
had  backed.  The  Bandung  conference,  at  which  slave-holding  states  were 
indicting  France,  was  ridiculous  and  it  was  equally  shameful  that  the 
Americans  “who  have  exterminated  the  Indians  .  .  .  call  us  colonialists”. 
The  right  wing  also  attacked  the  English  who  were  letting  Indians  starve, 
while  French  engineers  were  building  factories  [!]  and  roads  in  In¬ 
dochina  with  the  savings  of  the  mother  country,  and  they  took  an  equally 
vehement  stand  in  the  Tunisia  and  Morocco  question,  particularly  when 
Paris  abandoned  the  concept  of  sovereignty  in  1954  and  opened  the  way 
for  internal  autonomy  and  independence.  A  resolution  of  the  first  party 
meeting  of  the  Independants  in  December  1954  stated. 

North  Africa  is  the  extension  of  France.  France  cannot  conceive  of  itself 
without  it.  .  .  .  The  Congress  asks  the  deputies  to  oppose  the  present 
Government  policy  in  North  Africa,  because,  under  cover  of  reforms 
which  draw  their  apparent  audacity  from  equivocation,  this  policy  will 
finally  result  in  nothing  but  despair  and  abandon.®^ 

Roger  Duchet,  the  secretary-general  and  the  Independants’  most  in¬ 
fluential  parliamentarian,  managed  to  assert  this  policy  of  “France  inter- 
dependante”  (the  title  of  the  party  organ)  in  parliament  and  to  see  to  it 
that  it  went  further  than  mere  programmatic  statements.®®  The  former 
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resident-general  of  Morocco,  Gabriel  Puaux,  not  only  wanted  to  adhere 
to  “co-administration”  in  1954,  but  even  asserted  that  the  majority  of 
the  inhabitants  approved  of  a  solution  which  ensured  French  interests  and 
that  “only  the  paranoiacs  will  remain  irreducible.”®^  Among  these  para¬ 
noiacs  he  naturally  counted  Bourguiba!  In  effect  what  Puaux’s  proposals 
meant  was  that  France  should  take  a  strong  position,  in  the  dubious  sup¬ 
position  that  this  would  silence  the  nationalist  opposition  and  put  an 
end  to  the  growing  terrorism.  Another  example  of  this  policy  is  the 
parliamentary  debate  of  6-7  October  1955,  during  which  the  Right  tried 
to  block  Edgar  Fame’s  Morocco  policy.  One  deputy  attacked  the  presi¬ 
dent:  “Your  directives?  Discussion  with  the  Istiqlal,  pressure  on  our 
friends,  softness  and  cowardice  towards  our  adversaries,  negotiation,  con¬ 
cessions,  retrocessions,  surrender,  continuous  incapacity  which  will  one 
day  enable  the  French  people  to  wake  up  parked  in  the  metropolis.” 
The  government  was  preparing  for  a  withdrawal  “a  I’anglaise”  [!]:  “You 
are  .  .  .  in  favour  of  surrender.  ...  Do  you  not  think  you  have  had 
enough  now,  that  the  hour  for  resistance  is  come  .  .  .  and  that  you  must 
put  an  end  to  French  powerlessness  after  the  defeat  of  Indochina.”®® 
Another  deputy  mocked  the  slogan  “one-way  independence”  which  pre¬ 
pared  the  road  for  “secession”,  although  nine-tenths  of  the  French  in 
Morocco  considered  this  policy  wrong.  The  deposed  sultan  had  refused 
reforms,  while  the  new  sultan  was  willing  “to  constitute  a  government 
in  which  the  French  would  participate,  thus  creating  a  true  Franco- 
Moroccan  community”,  i.e.  co-sovereignty  with  French  ascendancy.®® 
The  United  States  and  Russia,  the  Arab  League  and  even  Great  Britain 
were  a  threat  to  France’s  strategic  interests.  Arab  nationalism  was  just 
“fanaticism”,  whereas  El-Glaoui  was  a  good  friend  to  France.  The  govern¬ 
ment,  by  contrast,  was  negotiating  with  “a  handful  of  assassins”. 
Frederic  Dupont  again  attacked  Temoignage  chretien  and  Frangois 
Mauriac  and  spoke  of  the  “desertion  of  a  part  of  the  French  intellectual 
elite”.®® 

It  appears  in  retrospect  that  an  almost  pathological  chauvinism  threatened 
to  bar  any  realistic  view.  Influential  spokesmen  of  the  bourgeois  Right, 
not  to  mention  the  extreme  Right,  were  fascinated  by  the  idea  of  “la 
France  Seule”  (France  alone),  whose  greatness  and  power  seemed’ 
jeopardized  because  the  whole  world  was  plotting  against  it.  Admittedly 
their  interest  in  their  fellow  citizens  in  Tunisia  and  Morocco,  who  could 
not  simply  be  sacrificed,  was  understandable,  and  it  was  only  natural  to 
defend  them  and  to  repress  anti-French  agitation.  But  how  could  serious 
politicians  entertain  the  illusion,  at  a  time  when  Britain  had  already 
renounced  a  major  part  of  its  imperial  positions  and  Arab  nationalism 
was  reaching  ever  more  threatening  proportions,  that  they  could  calm  the 
tensions  in  Tunisia  and  Morocco,  whose  protectorate  structure  was  based 
on  eventual  independence,  without  extensive  reforms— or  that  they  could 
effect  the  solemnly  invoked  “Franco-Muslim  collaboration”  by  means  of 
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repression?  Neither  economic  interests  nor  the  actions  of  the  French 
colonials  in  or  outside  of  the  French  parliament  provide  an  adequate  ex¬ 
planation  of  this  attitude.  The  situation  was  a  direct  result  of  the  fact  that 
France  lacked  the  kind  of  effective  concept  of  decolonization  that  would 
have  seen  withdrawal  as  the  meaningful  conclusion  of  a  policy  of  ex¬ 
pansion.  The  image  of  a  Greater  France,  which  survived  in  such  vague 
notions  as  association  and  collaboration  and  which  France  wanted  to 
institutionalize  in  the  French  Union,  made  the  recognition  of  sovereignty, 
even  in  the  protectorates,  appear  to  be  a  loss  of  power  and  prestige  and 
of  national  territory,  as  well  as  the  dissolution  of  Greater  France.  The 
traditional  nationalism  that  informed  wide  sections  of  the  French  public 
vehemently  resisted  this. 

To  conclude  we  must  touch  briefly  on  the  attitude  of  Catholic  France, 
although  neither  the  pronouncements  of  the  clergy  nor  the  attitude  of  the 
parliamentary  deputies  makes  it  fully  clear.  In  contrast  to  pre-war  years, 
after  1946  Catholic  discussion  on  the  colonial  question  was  extremely  lively 
and  ranged  through  all  the  variants  from  Right  to  Left.  In  1945  the 
Mouvement  Republicain  Populaire  appeared  on  the  scene  as  the  first 
Catholic  party  with  mass  support.  This  party,  with  its  demand  for  social 
reforms,  formed  the  coalition  government  of  “tripartism”  together  with 
Communists  and  Socialists.  The  party  gradually  shifted  to  the  Right, 
found  its  constituency  among  the  bourgeoisie,  and  was  forced  to  form  a 
Cabinet  with  the  right  wing.  Tendencies  towards  the  Left  survived,  how¬ 
ever,  even  though  they  were  scarcely  visible  on  the  surface  because  of 
fractional  discipline.  We  have  already  mentioned  the  deputy  of  Cameroon, 
Dr  Aujoulat,  who  was  responsible  for  the  report  on  colonial  policy  at  the 
1945  party  congress,  where  he  attacked  colonialist  exploitation  and  de¬ 
manded  reforms.  The  MRP  had  an  active  part  in  working  out  the  con¬ 
stitution  and  the  sections  regarding  the  French  Union,  and  in  follow¬ 
ing  years  it  strongly  supported  conversion  of  the  Union  along  federalist 
lines.  The  assembly  should  be  granted  further  powers  and  later  become  a 
“deliberative  assembly”.  The  high  council  should  finally  begin  to  act,  and 
the  French  ministers  of  foreign  affairs  and  defense  would  obtain  the 
status  of  ministers  of  the  Union— so  wrote  the  overseas  minister,  Coste- 
Floret,  in  1948.®^  The  party  congress  of  the  same  year  supported  de¬ 
centralization  in  Africa  and  universal  franchise  in  two  ballots,  but  with  a 
single  electoral  college.®^  One  party  committee  wanted  to  leave  the  de¬ 
cisions  on  becoming  associated  states  and  on  full  integration  to  the  territo¬ 
ries  themselves,  as  provided  for  in  Article  75  of  the  constitution.®®  A 
number  of  these  proposals  were  chiefly  addressed  to  the  militants  and  were 
designed  to  demonstrate  the  party’s  pro-reform  attitude;  in  fact  they  said 
little  that  was  new  and  were  often  rather  conformist. 

In  1953  Georges  Le  Brun-Keris,  who  had  been  in-  charge  of  African 
questions  in  the  party’s  secretariat-general  from  1951  to  1958,  published  a 
book  entitled  Morf  des  colonies?  It  exposed  the  “mandate  character”  and 
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temporary  nature  of  colonial  rule,  yet  described  a  rapid  withdrawal  and 
the  grant  of  independence  as  “premature”.  The  author  supported  this 
thesis  by  dubious  references  to  the  economic  development  of  India  and 
Pakistan  since  1947  and  to  “Muslim  obscurantism”.  He  considered  the 
formula  “independence  within  the  framework  of  the  French  Union”  partic¬ 
ularly  likely  to  reconcile  national  emancipation  with  French  interests,  but 
rejected  any  solution  for  Tunisia  that  did  not  ensure  “French  presence”; 
Morocco,  he  thought,  would  also  require  French  control  for  a  long  time  to 
come.®'*  Naturally  Le  Brun-K^ris  proposed  a  federal  solution  for  Africa, 
but  offered  no  practical  details.  The  only  point  on  which  he  appears  reso¬ 
lute  is  the  rejection  of  a  pan-African  union  and  the  Grand  Counseil!®® 
On  the  other  hand  it  must  be  pointed  out  that  Dr.  Aujoulat,  the  secretary 
of  state  in  the  overseas  ministry  from  1948  to  1952,  was  responsible  for  the 
labour  legislation.®®  The  MRP  also  managed  to  enter  into  an  apparente- 
ment  (alliance)  with  Senghor’s  Independants  d’Outre-mer  and  in  1954- 
1955  it  actively  supported,  through  Aujoulat,  their  demand  for  a  major 
reform  of  Title  VIII  of  the  constitution,  with  a  view  to  genuine 
autonomy  for  the  territories  with  their  own  governments.®’^  The  1956 
Loi  Cadre  was  prepared  by  the  overseas  minister  Teitgen.®®  But  in  the 
MRP  too  there  was  a  discrepaney  between  declarations  and  effective  ac¬ 
tion  as  a  government  party.  We  have  mentioned  the  foreign  minister 
Robert  Schuman,  who  in  face  of  the  general  taboo  spoke  of  independence 
for  Tunisia  in  1950  but  then  gave  in  to  right-wing  pressure  and  adopted 
the  concept  of  eo-sovereignty  (cf.  pp.  401-2).  In  similar  fashion  the  party 
congress  in  1953  proposed  replacing  the  protectorate  with  an  association 
agreement,®®  but  the  party  ministers  had  neither  the  desire  nor  the  op¬ 
portunity  to  support  this  resolution.  The  MRP  did  not  protest  the  depos¬ 
ing  of  the  sultan  of  Morocco,  but  later  it  supported  the  North  Africa 
policy  of  Mendes-France  and  Edgar  Faure. 

The  extra-party  colonial  debate  was  very  tense,  and  every  point  of 
view,  from  the  left-wing  intellectual  anti-colonialism  of  Temoignage 
Chretien  and  Esprit,  via  La  Croix,  to  the  conservative  conformist  patriotism 
of  La  France  catholique,  came  to  light.’®  One  could  even  speak  of  a 
questioning  of  conseience,  which  was  not  confined  to  a  theoretical  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  right  to  eolonize  but  rather  strove  to  determine  attitude 
towards  the  events  in  Indochina,  Tunisia,  Morocco  and  later  Algeria.  Be¬ 
hind  this  lay  a  significant  change  of  policy  in  Rome  and  in  the  religious 
orders  responsible  for  the  missions.  The  Catholic  Church  wanted  to  dis¬ 
sociate  itself  from  the  colonial  powers  and  to  appear  to  be  a  universal  in¬ 
stitution,  not  necessarily  confined  to  European  civilization  alone.  It  greeted 
desires  for  emancipation  with  benevolence  if  not  support,  and  tried  to 
keep  in  touch  with  the  Catholic  educated  elite.”  This  policy  was  re¬ 
flected  in  the  encyclical  Evangelii  Praecones  of  2  June  1953.  Pope  Pius 
XII  had  already  spoken  of  “your  fatherland”  and  “your  country”  in  a 
message  to  the  Catholics  in  Madagascar  in  1951.  Subsequently  the  dee- 
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laration  of  the  apostolic  vicars  of  Madagascar  in  November  1953  at¬ 
tracted  considerable  attention  by  stating,  among  other  things.  “We  rec¬ 
ognize  the  legitimacy  of  the  aspiration  towards  independence  as  well  as 
any  constructive  efforts  to  achieve  it”.  This  pronouncement,  which  Rome 
did  not  refute,  was  welcomed  by  the  Left,  condemned  by  the  French 
administration  and  dismissed  by  Catholic  conservative  circles  as  irrespon¬ 
sible  demagogy.''^^  In  1957  a  book  appeared  in  a  Protestant  publishing 
house  with  the  expressive  title  Le  Vatican  contre  la  France  d’ Outre  Mer? 
which  reproached  the  Catholic  Church  with  playing  emancipation  as  a 
trump  card  and  systematically  undermining  French  overseas  positions. 
Books  such  as  the  Jesuit  Father  Michel’s  Le  devoir  de  decolonisation 
(1954)  or  Robert  de  Montvalon’s  Ces  pays  qu’on  n'appeUera  plus  colonies, 
can  only  be  named  here. 

It  was  not  only  the  left-wing  intellectuals  from  Temoignage  chretien 
who  used  sharp  words  in  this  discussion.  Joseph  Folliet,  whom  we  men¬ 
tioned  earlier  as  the  Catholic  colonial  specialist  of  the  inter-war  years  (cf. 
pp.  307-8),  declared  himself  in  1946  to  be  “humiliated  as  a  Frenchman 
and  as  a  Christian”  and  urged  negotiations  with  Ho  Chi  Minh.  In  Temoig¬ 
nage  chretien,  on  2  August  1949,  in  the  aforementioned  article  “Non, 
pas  ga”,  Paul  Mus  protested  the  tortures  in  Indochina  and  the  entirely 
one-sided  information  supplied  by  the  French  press — for  which  Mus  was 
accused  by  the  Right  of  high  treason.  After  the  unrest  and  repressions  in 
Casablanca  in  1952,  Frangois  Mauriac  intervened  in  the  discussion,  first  in 
Le  Figaro,  then  regularly  in  his  “bloc-notes”  in  UExpress.  Mauriac 
also  presided  over  the  “Comite  France  Maghreb”,  which  included  such 
well-known  Catholic  personalities  as  Coste-Floret,  Folliet,  Delavignette, 
Madaule  and  Domenach,  as  well  as  the  Senegalese  Diop.  He  wanted 
the  protectorate  agreements  revoked  and  efforts  made  towards  negotiating 
with  the  nationalists;  the  deposing  of  the  sultan  was  a  scandal.  French 
North  Africa  policy  required  complete  reorientation,  free  from  the  pressure 
of  economic  interests  and  the  French  colonials,  so  that  one  could  begin 
“fraternal  collaboration”  with  the  former  colonies.  This  Catholic  intellec¬ 
tual  thought  the  former  rather  complacent  attitude  and  the  acknowledge¬ 
ment  of  abuses  were  not  a  convincing  argument.  Mauriac  saw  himself 
caught  in  a  moral  conflict— in  the  Indochinese  war  and  above  all  in  the 
Algerian  question— between  the  basic  concepts  of  Christian  life:  belief 
versus  politics,  church  versus  state,  individual  versus  nation. 
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BLACK  AFRICA  AND  THE  LOI  CADRE  (1946-1956) 


The  1946  constitution  integrated  Black  Africa,  but  it  gave  the  territories  a 
special  status  rather  than  a  departmental  structure,  as  in  the  vieilles 
colonies.  This  was  to  ensure  administrative  decentralization  and  to  give  the 
former  natives  a  voice  in  the  elected  territorial  assemblies.  In  fact  it 
provided  a  kind  of  compromise  between  full  assimilation  and  propor¬ 
tional  parliamentary  representation— which  did  not  seem  possible  or 
suitable— on  the  one  hand,  and  autonomy  on  the  other— which  seemed 
like  a  preliminary  step  towards  “secession”  and  contradicted  the  concept 
of  Greater  France. 

Compromises  also  had  to  be  made  within  the  territories  at  first,  quite 
apart  from  the  fact  that  the  status  provided  for  in  the  constitution  did 
not  come  into  effect  [!]  and  the  institutions  were  established  by  means  of 
decree.  Franchise  was  restricted  to  certain  categories  of  inhabitants^; 
this  seemed  necessary  with  regard  to  the  Africans’  vastly  differing  levels 
of  education,  although  it  was  difficult  to  reconcile  with  the  principle  not 
all  subjects  were  to  enjoy  full  civil  rights.  The  same  applied  to  the  double 
electoral  college,  which  separated  citizens  with  French  nationality  from 
citizens  with  local  nationality  and  gave  the  small  minority  of  French 
colonials  a  privileged  position.^  The  economic  and  social  importance  of 
this  minority  may  have  partly  justified  their  privileges,  but  naturally  the 
African  elite  saw  it  as  discrimination  and  as  an  attempt  to  maintain 
colonial  rule.  In  fact,  the  two  colleges  co-operated  very  well  in  the 
territorial  assemblies. 

But  the  assemblies  had  very  little  power.  Legislation  remained  entirely  re¬ 
served  to  parliament  and  even  in  local  affairs  the  local  assemblies  had 
neither  legislative  nor  executive  power;  this  was  reserved  to  the  overseas 
ministry  and  to  the  governor  as  the  sole  head  of  the  executive.  Since  the 
whole  civil  service  was  under  the  governor,  there  was  only  a  limited  degree 
of  “local  administration”.  The  assemblies  had  the  right  to  vote  on  the 
budget  and  thus  obtained  some  share  in  determining  the  utilization  of 
funds,  but  a  major  part  of  the  expenditure  was  fixed  in  advance,  often 
making  discussion  on  the  budget  a  mere  illusion.® 

Moreover,  although  the  constitution  proclaimed  full  equal  rights  in  the 
occupation  of  offices,  the  administration  managed  to  check  any  “Africani¬ 
zation”  and  to  reserve  most  of  the  “offices  of  authority”  to  the  French. 
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France  was  justifiably  proud  that  Africans  sat  in  the  French  Parliament, 
were  represented  in  the  U.N.  delegation  and  even  eould  and  did  become 
ministers.  But  this  cannot  hide  the  fact  that  the  eolonial  administration 
changed  very  slowly  and  scareely  differed  from  pre-war  times.  In  private 
concerns,  “Africanization”  was  equally  hesitant.^ 

Tliis  is  not  to  deny  that  the  territorial  assemblies  fulfilled  an  important 
function.  Franchise  was  introduced  in  French  Black  Africa,  the  number 
of  voters  rose  in  1951  from  1.25  to  5  million®  and  the  proportion  of 
Afrieans  among  them  continued  to  increased.  Although  the  administration 
intervened  in  the  elections  and  even  tampered  with  the  votes  on  oceasion,® 
the  assemblies  managed  to  exert  some  control  and  presented  demands 
which  the  administration  could  not  simply  ignore.  African  politicians  be¬ 
came  familiar  with  parliamentary  procedure  and  were  confronted  with  the 
eomplex  questions  of  modern  administration.  In  addition,  the  Africans 
could  assert  their  interests  in  the  Paris  parliament.  Black  Africa  was  still 
definitely  under-represented,'^  but  the  parties  in  the  mother  country  took 
pains  to  conciliate  the  overseas  deputies  and  tried  to  gain  their  support 
when  they  had  a  weak  majority.  The  elections  to  parliament  and  to  the 
territorial  assemblies  gave  the  Afrieans  another,  hitherto  unknown,  field 
of  activity.® 

If  before  and  immediately  after  the  Second  World  War  African  poli¬ 
ticians  usually  joined  the  metropolitan  French  parties,  particularly  the 
Socialist  party,  now  they  formed  indigenous  African  parties.  It  is  sufficient 
here  to  name  the  “Rassemblement  Democratique”  founded  in  Bamako 
in  1946  and  the  “Bloe  Democratique  Senegalais”  (which  split  from  the 
SFIO  in  1948).  The  RDA,  led  by  Houphouet-Boigny,  which  was  the  first 
extra-territorial  party  with  mass  support,  joined  the  Communists  in  parlia¬ 
ment  at  first,  but  separated  from  them  after  the  uprisings  on  the  Ivory 
Coast  in  1949  and  joined  the  coalition  government.  In  1956  Houphouet- 
Boigny  became  minister.  Gradually  his  political  programme  shifted  from 
the  demand  for  extensive  autonomy  to  integration  in  the  Republic;  mean¬ 
while  the  BDS  led  by  Senghor  largely  took  the  opposite  position,  first  ae- 
cepting  integration,  then  demanding  federation  and  finally  supporting 
confederation.  At  any  rate  the  eonstitution  of  the  Fourth  Republic  offered 
no  more  than  a  temporary  “solution”  to  decolonization  and  African 
politicians  soon  demanded  increased  responsibilities  in  the  territories.  In- 
dependenee  was  not  yet  under  discussion,  but  they  spoke  of  obtaining 
genuine  self-government  and  effective  participation  in  political  and  ad¬ 
ministrative  decisions.  The  colonial  administration  and  the  mother  coun¬ 
try  showed  little  interest  in  meeting  these  fairly  understandable  demands. 
Paris  was  prepared  to  grant  eeonomic  aid,  but  deeided  to  adhere  to  ad¬ 
ministrative  decentralization  and  hesitated  to  transfer  legislative  power 
and  government  control  to  the  territories.  In  April  1954,  when  Senghor 
and  Aujoulat  (MRP)  asked  the  government  to  grant  the  territories  legisla¬ 
tive  powers  by  instituting  reform  of  the  French  Union,  the  overseas  minis- 
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ter  evaded  the  issues  saying  that  Title  VIII  of  the  constitution  could  per¬ 
haps  be  supplemented,  but  that  “it  is  a  question  of  conserving  the  integrity 
of  the  central  organization  of  the  Republic  while  at  the  same  time  allow¬ 
ing  the  territories  to  settle  affairs  of  local  interest  themselves”,®  i.e.  the 
unity  of  the  Republic  and  the  dominance  of  parliament  and  the  central 
administration  remained  a  sine  qua  non.  Tliis  obviously  could  not  satisfy 
even  the  moderate  Independants  d’Outre-mer.  The  government  was  also 
under  pressure  from  the  Right.^®  But  the  long-overdue  reform  did  not  come 
into  effect  until  1956  and  the  Loi  Cadre. 

While  the  1946  constitution  once  again  settled  the  relations  of  the 
mother  country  and  its  African  colonies,  granted  civil  rights  and  intro¬ 
duced  a  process  of  democratization,  the  modernization  of  the  local  ad¬ 
ministration  advanced  very  slowly.  “Contrary  to  the  British,  the  French 
have  constructed  the  superstructures  before  the  base.”^^  Even  in  the 
British  colonies  conversion  of  the  native  authorities  into  a  local  govern¬ 
ment  after  1945  lagged  behind  political  development  at  the  head.  Since 
France  refused  to  give  the  territories  legislative  power  and  referred  the 
African  politicians  to  parliament,  it  would  have  been  natural  for  it  to 
promote  the  administration  of  the  communes  and  to  give  the  Africans 
direct  administrative  powers.  In  fact  this  would  have  meant  a  rapid  in¬ 
crease  of  the  plenary  communes  (Dakar,  Saint  Louis  and  Rufisque),  i.e. 
the  grant  of  Freneh  communal  rights  with  general  franehise  and  an 
elected  mayor.  A  corresponding  law,  increasing  the  number  of  full 
communes  to  twenty-six  in  French  West  Africa  and  six  in  Equatorial 
Africa,  was  proposed  as  early  as  1948,  but  was  not  passed  until  1955  [!]. 
Like  their  colleagues  in  the  mother  country,  African  politicians  and  dep¬ 
uties  took  possession  of  the  ofiEces  of  mayor  and  thus  strengthened  their 
positions.^^ 

It  was  difficult  to  reconcile  the  tradition  chefferie  with  the  conferment 
of  citizenship,  franchise,  territorial  assemblies  and  plenary  communes. 
Eboue’s  1941  circular  requesting  that  the  administration  seek  out  the 
authentic  chiefs  and  persuade  them  to  collaborate,  soon  proved  out¬ 
dated,  for  the  emancipated  elite  was  by  then  replacing  the  chiefs  in 
leadership  positions.  The  1946  constitution  did  not  mention  chiefs,  and 
the  chiefs  had  no  representation  of  their  own  in  the  territorial  assemblies, 
unlike  in  the  British  Empire.  No  attempts  were  made  to  incorporate  the 
chiefs  and  notables  into  the  new  electoral  and  representative  system.  In 
Senegal  a  general  election  for  the  appointment  of  the  village  chief  was 
introduced  in  1947  which  ultimately  resulted  in  the  elimination  of  the 
notables  and  the  loss  of  the  specific  character  of  the  African  chiefs.^® 
Several  chiefs  no  doubt  adapted  themselves  to  the  new  situation,  but 
on  the  whole  they  became  the  representatives  of  a  conservative  if  not 
reactionary  course  and  came  into  conflict  with  the  evolues;  the  nationalist 
press  described  them  as  “lackeys  of  the  colonialist  administration”.^^ 
Chiefs  even  formed  unions  to  represent  their  demands— and  their  wages 
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—more  forcefully!  On  the  other  hand,  African  politicians  thought  it 
necessary  to  take  the  traditional  authorities  into  account  and  had  to  try 
to  obtain  at  least  passive  collaboration  from  the  chiefs.  According  to  a 
1949  bill,  which  the  chiefs  had  a  part  in  working  out,  chiefs  were  to  be 
elected  according  to  law  and  the  administration  would  merely  confirm 
the  election;  “any  attack  on  the  legitimate  authority  of  the  customary 
chief  will  be  punished”.  He  was  to  obtain  higher  wages,  and  in  return 
learn  to  read  and  write  in  French  or  Arabic.^®  The  African  politicians  were 
eager  to  reduce  the  power  of  the  bureaucracy  and  to  make  the  chief  the 
true  “intermediary”  between  the  people  and  the  administration.  Prescrip¬ 
tive  law  and  general  franchise  must  be  reconciled,  said  Senghor:  “There 
are  no  more  customary  chiefs  in  the  true  sense  of  the  term,  but  autoch¬ 
thonous  chiefs,  semi-functionaries.  This  is  the  reality  of  which  we  must 
speak  if  we  wish  to  reorganize  the  chejferie  on  healthy  bases,  i.e.  both 
legal  and  effective.”  This  bill  was  not  passed  in  parliament  either,  and 
we  must  ask  whether  the  fact  that  Senghor  acted  as  reporter  was  sufiBcient 
cause  for  the  administration  and  the  right-wing  parties  to  reject  it.  New 
statutes  were  decreed  only  after  the  hoi  Cadre  had  transferred  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  deciding  on  the  chefferie  to  the  territories.  Sekou  Toure 
abolished  chefferies  in  Guinea  in  December  1957,  while  interim  and 
transitional  solutions  were  in  effect  in  the  other  territories.  In  regions 
that  are  both  far  from  the  coast  and  economically  weak,  the  chiefs  still 
have  considerable  importance  today. 

Labour  laws  naturally  stood  in  the  forefront  of  social  questions.  We 
have  already  mentioned  the  first  measures  applied:  unionization  rights 
and  controlled  labour  in  1944,  and  the  abolishment  of  forced  labour 
on  11  April  1946.  The  Code  Moutet  of  October  1947,  which  established 
the  principle  of  equal  wages  for  equal  work  in  the  mother  country  and 
overseas,  was  suspended  by  Moutet’s  successor  because  of  massive  pres¬ 
sure,  particularly  from  the  Comite  de  I’Empire  frangais.  The  employers 
pointed  to  the  low  productivity  of  the  African  workers,  to  foreign  com¬ 
petition  and  to  the  allegedly  demoralizing  effects  of  massive  wage  in¬ 
creases,  and  prophesied  a  sharp  fall  in  production.^®  The  administration 
appears  to  have  backed  these  proposals,  although  the  wages  of  African 
workers  were  minimal  and  there  was  still  discrimination.  As  we  have 
seen,  it  was  Dr.  Aujoulat  who  helped  to  carry  the  1952  Code  du  Travail 
through  parliament.  The  code  proposed  union  rights,  the  interdiction 
of  forced  labour,  “equal  wages  for  equal  work”,  and  in  addition  a  forty- 
hour  week,  obligatory  Sunday  rest,  paid  holidays,  etc.  The  provisions  for 
its  execution  allowed  time  for  adaptation  to  African  circumstances.  This 
remarkable  labour  law  largely  corresponded  to  the  one  in  force  in  the 
mother  country  and  was  a  consequence  of  the  extension  of  citizenship 
to  all  subjects.  Ansprenger  has  described  it  as  the  “last  monument  to 
the  policy  of  assimilation”— assimilation  in  the  liberal  progressive  sense.^'^ 

Great  improvements  were  also  made  after  1945  in  the  African  educa- 
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tional  system.  The  Brazzaville  conference  had  demanded  this,  the  French 
Union  and  the  conferment  of  citizenship  made  it  urgent.  Primary 
schooling  was  rapidly  extended,  the  number  of  lycees  and  colleges  was 
quickly  multiplied.^®  Through  FIDES,  the  mother  country  made  funds 
available  for  building  schools.  But  instruction,  except  in  Madagascar, 
remained  exclusively  in  French.  Here  too  France  followed  the  Brazza¬ 
ville  directives  and  confirmed  the  trend  towards  assimilation  of  the  1946 
constitution.  But  African  politicians  themselves  expressed  little  desire  for 
change  and  even  retained  French  as  the  official  language  after  inde¬ 
pendence.  In  spite  of  “Negritude”  and  the  call  for  “Africanization”  they 
were  deeply  impregnated  by  French  schooling  and  culture,  quite  apart 
from  the  practical  difficulties  which  giving  up  French  would  have  en¬ 
tailed. 

In  1950  the  Institut  des  Hautes  Etudes  was  founded  in  Dakar,  and 
in  1957  expanded  to  become  the  first  real  university  in  French 

Black  Africa.  By  comparison  with  British  West  Africa,  the  transition 
to  higher  education  was  late,  for  France  preferred  to  train  the  African 
elite  in  the  metropolitan  universities,  although  the  danger  of  alienating 
the  students  from  their  indigenous  civilization  was  repeatedly  stressed, 
particularly  by  the  conservatives.  Significantly,  it  was  Senghor  who  criti¬ 
cized  the  foundation  of  Dakar  University,  seeing  it  only  as  a  gesture  of 
prestige  on  the  part  of  mother  country. 

We  must  add  a  few  observations  on  economic  policy.  Here  too  we  can 
start  from  the  constitution,  whose  preamble  postulated  a  co-ordination 
of  economic  efforts  and  envisaged  a  large-scale  economy;  this  would 
comply  with  the  traditional  concept  of  Greater  France  and  it  received 
new  impetus  after  the  Second  World  War.  The  “great  whole”  constituted 
by  the  tariff  union  and  tariff  preferences,  currency  convertibility,  bills  of 
exchange,  and  stabilization  agreements  for  certain  products  was  intended 
to  ensure  a  secure  market,  but  also  and  above  all  to  help  compensate  for 
the  lack  of  dollars  and  to  give  France  a  certain  economic  independence 
from  the  United  States.^®  As  had  already  happened  in  France  after 
the  First  World  War  and  in  Britain  in  1945?  the  Fourth  Republic  strove 
to  promote  overseas  economic  development  on  a  vast  scale  in  order  to 
compensate  for  its  weakened  economic  position  in  Europe.  This  time 
however,  France  did  not  let  it  rest  at  programmatic  declarations.  In  spite 
of  the  need  for  investment  in  the  metropolis,  post-war  France  raised  vast 
funds  for  the  development  of  Africa,  primarily  from  its  public  resources. 
In  each  territory  a  ten-year  plan  was  to  apply;  FIDES  would  provide  the 
capital  and  examine  the  granting  of  credits.  However,  these  plans  were 
largely  prepared  in  Paris  and  presented  to  the  local  assemblies  only  for 
consultation,  few  native  experts  from  the  territories  were  represented  even 
in  the  directorate  of  FIDES.  The  centralist  concept  of  a  “great  whole” 
directed  from  Paris  was  also  obvious  in  economic  planning.  The  British 
procedure,  which  was  based  on  similar  considerations  but  largely  let  the 
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individual  territories  work  out  their  own  plans  for  development,  was 
therefore  less  open  to  the  reproach  that  the  object  of  the  plan  was  to 
supply  the  needs  of  the  mother  country. 

Investment  credits  were  used  primarily  to  improve  the  infra¬ 
structure.  Impressive  achievements  occurred  in  the  construction  of  ports, 
streets,  airports,  railway  lines,  dams  and  electricity  works  over  a  very  short 
time.  Also,  FIDES  granted  resources  for  the  construction  of  schools, 
hospitals  and  research  institutes.^®  In  subsequent  years  the  emphasis  was 
shifted  to  agriculture  and  industrial  production.  For  1955,  Moussa  cal¬ 
culated  that  the  entire  French  “aid  to  development”  came  to  171 
thousand  million  francs,  of  which  72.5  thousand  million  went  to  the 
overseas  territories,  i.e.  about  one-fifth  of  all  public  investment!^^  In 
private  investment,  apart  from  intensive  building  schemes  in  towns  such 
as  Dakar  and  Abidjan,  mining  and  traditional  export  production  was  in 
the  forefront;  the  production  and  export  of  groundnuts,  cocoa,  coffee, 
rubber,  wood  and  bananas  increased  tremendously  in  a  very  short  time. 
The  main  trade  was  with  the  metropolis,  which  paid  prices  above  the 
world  market  level  but  also  forced  the  territories  to  buy  French  imports 
at  equally  inflated  prices.  This  gave  rise  to  criticism  on  both  sides  but 
was  characteristic  of  a  specifically  French  situation  which  survived  even 
after  independence  in  some  places.^^ 

There  was  still  little  effort  at  industrialization,  even  for  refining  local 
raw  materials.  “The  resistance  of  the  French  economy  to  the  industri¬ 
alization  of  the  overseas  territories  appears  an  established  fact.”^®  Primarily 
the  overseas  territories  were  to  supply  raw  materials  and  food,  buying  their 
industrial  goods  from  the  mother  country.  There  was  little  possibility  of 
promoting  their  own  production  by  a  similar  tariff  policy.  Not  without 
justice,  African  politicians  and  left-wing  political  writers  repeatedly  ac¬ 
cused  France  of  maintaining  the  pacte  colonial  and  not  granting  public 
investment  funds  in  accord  with  the  real  needs  of  the  African  territories, 
with  the  result  that  the  already  widely  monopolized  trade  and  capital 
companies  gained  additional  profits.^^  Yet  the  comprehensive  scheme  of 
developmental  aid  was  greeted  with  much  praise  from  Africans  too  and 
doubtless  contributed  towards  relieving  political  tensions.  It  also  made 
African  leaders  realize  that  they  continued  to  depend  on  French  aid  and 
must  not  provoke  a  premature  break  with  the  mother  country.  But  the 
metropolis  was  beginning  to  ask  itself  whether  this  large-scale  and  costly 
investment  of  public  funds  was  still  a  sensible  and  responsible  policy  at  a 
time  when  France  had  to  begin  to  withdraw  in  the  political  field! 

There  was  no  revision  of  the  French  Union,  but  events  marched  on 
and  a  decision  had  to  be  made.  If  France  wanted  to  avoid  conflict  in 
Black  Africa  it  had  to  accede  in  one  way  or  another  to  the  growing 
demands  of  the  overseas  deputies.  This  realization  seems  to  have  penetrated 
government  circles  and  the  parties  around  1955.  Now  that  the  decoloni¬ 
zation  of  Indochina,  Tunisia  and  Morocco,  which  had  been  of  foremost 
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interest  until  then,  had  been  “solved”,  Black  Africa  became  the  focus  of 
discussion.  Here  at  least  France  was  more  willing  to  make  concessions 
in  the  interest  of  avoiding  bloody  conflict  and  secession.  British  policy 
in  West  Africa,  especially  the  Gold  Coast,  made  it  necessary  for  France 
to  take  the  initiative.  In  1951-1952  Nkrumah  became  the  first  leading 
African  nationalist  to  become  prime  minister  of  a  colony!  French  Africa 
had  in  the  past  paid  little  attention  to  the  British  territories  and  African 
politicians  certainly  did  not  consider  the  British  concept  of  self-govern¬ 
ment  a  model  worth  emulating;  language  difficulties,  education  in  Paris, 
representation  in  parliament,  quite  apart  from  bad  communications  along 
the  coast,  resulted  in  a  predominantly  pro-French  viewpoint.  But  devel¬ 
opments  in  the  Gold  Coast  just  before  independence  had  the  effect  of  a 
signal  which  was  not  ignored  in  French  Africa.  Now  the  party  leaders 
could  point  to  the  Gold  Coast  as  an  example;  in  addition  they  were 
under  pressure  from  the  Left  to  increase  their  demands  and  Paris  had  to 
try  to  make  up  for  previous  delays.  The  French  answer  to  this  challenge 
was  different  from  the  British  one,  but  it  had  to  sound  equally  attractive 
if  it  was  to  survive  and  demonstrate  the  “liberal”  character  of  French 
policy.  The  overseas  minister,  Defferre,  referred  to  this  ehallenge  during 
the  parliamentary  debate  on  the  Loi  Cadre.^^ 

Concessions  were  particularly  urgent  in  Togo.  As  a  former  League  of 
Nations  mandate,  Togo  was  under  U.N.  trusteeship  and  had  a  special 
status  as  “associated  territory”.  There  was  danger  that  the  rapid  develop¬ 
ments  in  the  Gold  Coast  would  provide  an  example  for  Togo  and  finally 
inspire  a  desire  for  union.  Moreover,  the  U.N.  was  exerting  pressure  on 
France;  if  France  wanted  to  save  face  or  even  withdraw  Togo  from  the  in¬ 
fluence  of  the  Trusteeship  Council,  it  had  to  grant  autonomy  relatively 
soon.  In  April  1955  the  powers  of  the  territorial  assemblies  were  extended 
and  a  cabinet  was  formed  with  African  politicians.  At  last  the  decisive  step 
had  been  taken.  In  August  1956,  Togo  became  an  “autonomous  Republic”, 
and  its  independent  powers  were  extended  again  in  March  1957-  France 
began  to  negotiate  the  abolition  of  trusteeship  and  granted  Togo  full 
internal  autonomy  in  February  1958.  Sylvanus  Olympic,  the  leader  of 
the  nationalist  party,  became  president.  Thus,  even  before  the  end  of  the 
Fourth  Republic,  Togo  obtained  the  status  that  General  de  Gaulle  was 
to  envisage  for  it  in  the  Community!  Naturally  the  African  deputies  took 
the  opportunity  to  remark  on  the  political  and  psychological  effects  of 
the  reforms  in  Togo;  “It  is  a  question  ...  of  not  proving  right  those 
who  think  that  they  gain  more  from  being  outside  the  Republic  than  in 
the  heart  of  the  Republic.”^® 

It  is  likely  that  France  would  have  been  too  late  to  take  the  decisive 
step  of  decolonizing  Black  Africa  had  the  coalition  of  the  Left  not  won 
the  parliamentary  elections  in  January  1956.  It  was  Guy  Mollet’s  govern¬ 
ment  that  finally  broke  through  the  traditional  “immobilism”.  The  ener¬ 
getic  Defferre  of  the  French  Socialist  party  (SFIO)  whipped  the  motion 
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prepared  by  the  previous  government  through  Cabinet,  committee  and 
parliament  in  a  surprisingly  short  time,  supported  and  advised  by  Houp- 
houet-Biogny,  the  “ministre  delegu6  k  la  Pr^sidence  du  Conseil.”  Defferre 
rightly  said:  “By  acting  quickly,  we  will  not  be  at  the  mercy  of  events. 
There  exists  presently  in  the  overseas  territories  a  certain  unease,  and  it  is 
necessary  to  dissipate  it  by  efficacious  action  to  restore  a  climate  of  con¬ 
fidence.”^^  It  was  a  question  of  regaining  the  initiative  so  that  the 
reform  would  not  appear  to  be  a  victory  for  the  opposition  and  thus 
seem  insincere.  The  government  managed  to  do  this  to  a  considerable 
extent. 

The  innovations  of  the  Lot  Cadre  of  23  June  1956  and  the  executive 
decrees  in  spring  1957  can  be  summarized  in  brief:  universal  franchise 
and  a  single  college  for  all  elections.  This  clearly  reduced  the  representa¬ 
tion  of  French  colonial  interests,  both  in  Paris  and  in  the  territorial 
assemblies,  although  individual  Frenchmen  managed  to  be  placed  on 
“autochthonous  lists”.  Political  decision-making  was  effectively  transferred 
to  the  Africans.  The  territorial  assemblies  obtained  wider  powers  and  could 
make  final  decisions.  The  chief  innovation  was  the  introduction  of  a 
ministerial  council,  elected  by  the  assembly  and  equipped  with  executive 
power;  although  not  directly  responsible  to  the  assembly,  it  depended  on 
its  approval.  The  governor  was  chairman  of  the  ministerial  council  and 
remained  directly  subordinated  to  Paris;  only  the  vice-president  was 
African.^®  This  was  a  major  step  towards  a  parliamentary  system.  It  was 
predictable  that  the  position  of  the  governor  would  become  merely  a 
formal  one,  while  the  vice-president  would  rise  to  become  the  responsible 
president  of  the  territory,  particularly  since  he  would  be  at  the  head  of 
the  strongest  party 

The  attempt  to  give  the  territories  a  certain  amount  of  genuine  auton¬ 
omy  was  matched  by  the  distinction  between  services  d’etat  (state  serv¬ 
ices)  and  matieres  locales  (local  affairs).  The  territories  were  now  to  have 
their  own  civil  service  which  would  be  controlled  by  them  and  not  by 
the  Paris  administration.  However,  the  state  services,  for  which  the  gover¬ 
nor  was  responsible,  had  rather  broad  powers,  including  not  only  foreign 
policy,  the  army,  general  security,  currency  and  tariff  questions,  but  also 
economic  planning  and  supra-territorial  communications,  higher  educa¬ 
tion  and  radio  stations  (also  propaganda).  So  one  can  speak  of  full 
internal  autonomy  only  in  a  limited  sense,  particularly  since  the  Paris 
administration  indirectly  reserved  itself  further  powers. 

We  must  also  mention  here  the  efforts  made  to  hasten  the  “Africaniza¬ 
tion  of  the  cadre”  which,  as  we  established  earlier,  did  not  progress  much 
in  spite  of  the  1946  constitution.  The  former  principle  of  equal  access 
under  equal  conditions  {concours  system)  in  effect  had  led  to  discrimina¬ 
tion,  as  had  happened  in  the  Indian  Civil  Service,  since  the  candidates 
from  the  mother  country  had  the  advantage  in  language  and  better 
educational  facilities.  So  the  1956-1957  reforms  gave  an  advantage  to 
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the  Africans  and  Madagascans.  The  Ecole  Nationale  de  la  France 
d’Outre-Mer  quickly  developed  into  a  training  centre  for  the  African 
civil  service. 

On  the  whole  the  Loi  Cadre  remained  within  the  constitution  and  put 
into  practice  what  had  long  been  proclaimed  the  French  policy.  The 
transition  to  semi-autonomy  with  African  parliaments  and  governments 
was  now  completed  and  the  effective  power  of  the  autochtonous  politicians 
also  extended  to  the  territories.  The  future  development  of  the  territories 
remained  open,  however,  at  least  in  principle.  France  had  not  yet  decided 
whether  the  Loi  Cadre  was  a  preliminary  step  towards  a  federal  republic 
or  towards  full  independence  and  confederation. 

Again  we  can  draw  a  parallel  with  British  policy  in  West  Africa.  The 
Gold  Coast  and  Nigeria  were  on  the  road  to  independence,  but  for  the 
time  being  London  kept  the  controls  in  its  hand:  British  ministers  sat 
in  the  ca'binet  and  the  governor  had  reserved  rights.  In  historical  terms, 
this  corresponded  to  the  “state  services”  of  the  Loi  Cadre.  But  sovereignty 
was  restricted  in  an  entirely  different  way  in  the  British  territories:  in 
African  government  and  in  the  position  of  the  governor.  France,  by 
contrast,  starting  out  from  the  idea  of  a  one  and  indivisible  Republic, 
granted  a  certain  political  autonomy  to  the  territories  that  basically 
still  belonged  to  the  national  territory,  but  reserved  sovereignty  to  the 
parliament  as  before.  There  is  a  further  parallel:  the  Loi  Cadre  created 
a  situation  within  the  territories  that  can  be  compared  to  the  representa¬ 
tive  government  in  the  British  colonies,  namely  an  elected  legislative 
assembly,  in  place  of  an  appointed  governor  and  a  government  that  had 
no  parliamentary  responsibility.  In  both  cases  this  was  to  produce  con¬ 
flicts  which  resulted  in  efforts  to  create  a  parliamentary  system. 

A  comparison  of  British  and  French  policy  makes  it  clear  that  one 
aspect  of  the  Loi  Cadre,  which  is  much  discussed  and  still  very  relevant 
today,  was  particularly  important.  This  is  the  so-called  “Balkanization” 
of  French  Black  Africa.  From  Brazzaville  in  1944  to  the  1946  consti¬ 
tution  and  thence  to  the  reform  of  1956-1957,  the  efforts  towards  de¬ 
centralization  and  autonomy  primarily  benefitted  the  territories  them¬ 
selves.  The  great  administrative  units,  French  West  Africa  and  Equatorial 
Africa,  survived  and  remained  responsible  for  important  tasks  of  a  supra- 
territorial  nature,  but  they  declined  steadily  in  importance.  The  Loi- 
Cadre  was  mainly  directed  at  the  territories  and  intended  to  strengthen 
their  “political  personality”.  It  was  even  explicitly  stated  that  the  position 
of  the  govemors-general  must  be  modified,  “with  a  view  to  transforming 
them  into  organs  of  co-ordination”.  Consequently  the  powers  of  the 
Grand  Conseil  were  not  extended  and  there  was  no  cabinet  council  in 
Dakar  or  in  Brazzaville.  The  former  administrative  duties  were  either  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  territories  or  directly  subordinated  to  the  administration  in 
Paris;  state  services  were  also  placed  under  the  control  of  the  overseas 
ministry.  The  territories  now  became  administratively  and  politically  im- 


DECOLONIZATION 


434 

portant,  and  the  federations  “degenerated”  into  mere  areas  of  co-ordina¬ 
tion. 

This  disintegration  of  the  large  administrative  units  was  criticized  with 
particular  vehemence  in  Senegal.  Senghor,  for  that  matter,  coined  the 
term  “Balkanization”  of  Black  Africa.  On  29  January  1957  he  moved 
a  vote  of  protest  in  parliament,®®  pointing  to  the  unanimous  stand  of  the 
Grand  Conseil  of  French  West  Africa,  of  a  number  of  territorial  as¬ 
semblies  and  of  the  African  trades-union.  This  was  an  “Oudinot  opera¬ 
tion”,  he  alleged,  i.e.  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  colonial  administra¬ 
tion  to  reserve  all  administrative  responsibilities  to  itself  and,  in  a 
reference  to  the  “state  services”,  to  give  something  to  the  territories 
with  one  hand  only  to  take  it  back  with  the  other.  He  could  see  no 
reason  why  such  services  as  post,  radio,  education,  etc.  should  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  Paris  instead  of  being  left  to  the  federations.  And  why  had  the 
federations  not  been  granted  a  cabinet  council?  Senghor  emphatically 
warned  against  taking  a  step  which  was  not  only  contrary  to  African 
interests  but  also  called  into  question  “Franco- African”  community.®^ 

Senghor’s  “Balkanization”  theory  was  characteristic  of  his  overall  con¬ 
ception.  This  culturally  and  politically  assimilated  intellectual,  who  had 
become  aware  of  his  “Negritude”,  was  not  pursuing  an  anti-French  policy; 
while  he  wanted  political  and  cultural  self-determination  for  Africa,  he 
also  wanted  to  maintain  close  ties  to  the  former  mother  country.  The 
concept  of  this  association  might  vary  gradually  from  integration  into 
the  one  and  indivisible  Republic,  to  confederation— as  long  as  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  equal  rights  was  upheld.  But,  said  Senghor,  this  principle  would 
be  negated  if  the  metropolis  was  faced  with  a  variety  of  small  and 
economically  weak  African  territories.  Only  larger  units,  embracing  several 
territories,  could  function  as  true  partners.®®  Senghor’s  concept  did  not 
preclude  the  possibility  that  Senegal  had  a  concrete  interest  in  the 
maintenance  of  French  West  Africa,  or  at  least  a  part  of  it.  Dakar  was 
its  natural  centre  and  had  long  also  been  the  administrative  and  economic 
hub  of  a  large  area;  so  Balkanization  would  obviously  be  a  blow  to 
Senegal.  The  opposition  of  the  Ivory  Coast  was  equally  understandable, 
since  it  had  its  own  centre  in  Abidjan,  disposed  of  a  large  indigenous 
import  market  and  had  different  interests  in  terms  of  transport  and  com¬ 
munications. 

On  29  January  Gabriel  Lisette  approved  the  Loi  Cadre  in  the  name  of 
the  RDA,  partly  in  view  of  French  West  African  decrees.®®  The  “vast 
wholes”,  he  said,  must  be  based  on  “realities”;  it  should  remain  for  the 
territories  to  decide  on  eventual  union.  By  contrast  Houphouet-Boigny 
strongly  opposed  the  large  units  (within  the  French  Equatorial  Africa 
the  coastal  and  economically  very  rich  Gabon  took  the  same  attitude), 
and  demanded  direct  “association”  with  France,  in  the  not  unfounded 
assumption  that  this  would  save  Gabon  from  serving  as'  “milch  cow”  to 
the  poorer  territories  of  the  African  backlands.  Senghor’s  federation 
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thesis  gained  sympathy  within  the  RDA,  however,  and  it  was  adopted 
by  Sekou-Toure  in  Guinea  and  eonfirmed  by  a  party  eongress  in 
Bamako  in  September  1957.  In  winter  1958  the  Ivory  Coast  finally  broke 
oE  relations  with  Dakar.  .  . 

But  we  are  ehiefly  concerned  with  the  attitude  of  France.  It  is  debatable 
whether  Paris  promoted  Balkanization  in  order  to  have  to  deal  not  with 
large  African  units  but  with  a  multiplicity  of  territories  that  would  remain 
financially  dependent  on  the  mother  country  and  could  perhaps  even  be 
played  oE  against  each  other.  Unfortunately  it  is  not  possible  to  give 
a  simple  answer  to  this.^®  When  Guy  Mollet  took  Houphouet-Boigny,  the 
leader  of  what  was  then  the  strongest  African  party,  into  the  cabinet,  this 
anticipated  a  non-federative  solution,  particularly  since  the  African 
socialists  under  the  Senegalese  Lamine-Gueye  showed  little  interest  in 
federal  government.^®  During  the  preparation  for  the  Loi  Cadre,  before 
DeEerre’s  time,  opinions  are  said  to  have  been  divided  in  the  administra¬ 
tion.  Cornut-Gentille,  the  governor-general  in  Dakar,  is  said  to  have 
spoken  against  the  retention  of  French  West  Africa  and  Equatorial  Africa, 
Chauvet  in  favour.®^  Pierre-Henri  Teitgen  (MRP),  who  had  a  major  part 
in  working  out  the  motion  and  acted  as  parliamentary  reporter  in  January 
1957,  declared  as  early  as  20  March  1956  that  a  reform  must  be  introduced 
in  the  territory  and  not  at  federation  level:  “The  territory  must  be  the 
political  and  administrative  unity”;  only  thus  was  it  possible  “to  engage 
[all  the  population]  in  the  great  enterprise  of  local  democracy”.  It 
was  becoming  urgent  to  dissolve  the  federations.®®  The  colonialist  Right 
turned  against  Senghor,  asserting  that  large  units  would  make  secession 
easier.®®  Paris  even  contemplated  dividing  up  the  island  of  Madagascar  into 
individual  territories  with  their  own  parliaments  and  governments,  but 
the  Madagascan  politicians  managed  to  prevent  this.  The  advocates  of 
federation  were  also  the  propagators  of  Pan-Africanism,  and  they  con¬ 
sidered  Balkanization  a  good  way  of  preventing  the  formation  of  blocs, 
of  directly  associating  the  autonomous  territories  to  France  and  persuad¬ 
ing  them  to  renounce  certain  sovereign  rights  such  as  foreign  policy 
and  defense.  Either  Paris  cannot  have  realized  the  disadvantages  of 
Balkanization,  or  maybe  it  hoped  that  the  survival  of  superordinate 
institutions  controlled  by  the  mother  country  could  prevent  it.^® 

Here  French  policy  diEered  decisively  from  the  British.  Before  and 
particularly  after  the  Second  World  War,  London  was  anxious  to  establish 
larger  federative  units  in  its  colonial  territories:  in  the  West  Indies,  Malaya 
and  East  Africa.  In  West  Africa,  Nigeria  was  gradually  converted  from 
an  administrative  unit  into  a  genuine  federation.  Britain  may  have  hoped 
that  with  the  help  of  the  conservative  North  it  could  postpone  the  grant 
of  self-government  for  a  while,  yet  it  actively  opposed  Balkanization 
and  granted  Nigeria— where  it  would  have  been  particularly  easy  to  dis¬ 
solve  the  colonial  unit  into  autonomous  territories — its  independence  as  a 
single,  large  state.  Admittedly  London  granted  self-government  to  the 
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regions  first,  but  at  the  same  time  it  promoted  the  central  courts  and 
only  “released”  the  colony  after  the  federation  had  been  established. 
Since  Great  Britain  had  accepted  eventual  independence,  it  was  obviously 
interested  in  establishing  independent  states  that  could  stand  on  their 
own  feet  economically.  It  is  not  surprising  then  that  it  was  the  small 
and  economically  weak  colonies  that  posed  particular  problems  in  Britain’s 
decolonization  policy  and  that  were  always  neglected  in  British  discussions. 
Britain  assumed  that  these  colonies,  which  could  neither  be  federated 
nor  attached  to  a  larger  unit,  would  content  themselves  with  self-govern¬ 
ment  and  voluntarily  transfer  control  of  their  foreign  relations  to  the 
former  colonial  power.  When  this  assumption  proved  false,  there  was  no 
choice  but  to  grant  the  small  units  full  independence  too.  ...  By  con¬ 
trast,  France  did  not  strive  for  federative  associations,  since  it  based  its 
policy  on  the  institutionalized  unity  of  the  French  Union,  in  which  the 
small  territories  held  a  special  position.  The  smaller  and  weaker  the  units, 
the  more  chance  there  was  of  preventing  the  distintegration  of  Greater 
France.  If  today  we  try  to  explain  the  Balkanization  of  former  French 
West  Africa  in  terms  of  tribal  loyalty  and  the  African  politicians’  claim 
to  power,  we  must  not  forget  that  France  certainly  did  not  try  to  check 
this  process  and  in  fact  even  promoted  it. 

On  the  whole,  African  party  leaders  and  deputies— even  Sekou  Toure! 
—approved  of  the  Loi  Cadre*^  They  proposed  certain  additions  during 
the  parliamentary  consultation  and  perhaps  held  different  views  on  in¬ 
dividual  points,  but  even  the  critical  Senghor  approved  of  the  inclusion 
of  the  “state  services”,  on  the  whole.^^  They  were  glad  that  parliament 
did  not  accede  to  the  conservative  and  colonialist  proposals  to  postpone 
the  decision  or  give  in  to  the  vehement  attacks  on  the  single  college  and 
cabinet  council  in  the  territories.^®  Once  again  the  Africans  demonstrated 
their  allegiance  to  France.  But  they  also  pointed  out  quite  clearly  that  the 
Loi  Cadre  could  only  be  a  preliminary  step  towards  further  autonomy, 
and  not  a  permanent  settlement.  Senghor  spoke  of  the  “second  stage 
towards  the  autonomy  of  the  overseas  territories”.  Each  territory,  he  said, 
needed  a  “constitutional  statute”,  i.e.  its  own  constitution  and  recogni¬ 
tion  as  a  state.  The  Loi  Cadre  had  been  imposed,  he  said,  by  a  parliament 
that  was  under-represented  overseas.  Title  VIII  of  the  constitution  must 
be  revised,  for  “the  Loi  Cadre  will  very  soon  be  superseded  by  events”. 
The  object  to  be  aimed  at  was  a  “confederal  Union,  composed  of 
freely  associated  independent  states”  Although  the  Africans  often  used 
the  term  “Federal  Republic”,  the  discussion  increasingly  centred  on 
independence.  In  the  aforementioned  resolution  of  the  party  congress  at 
Bamako  in  September  1957,  the  Loi  Cadre  appeared  “an  irreversible 
step  on  the  road  towards  the  emancipation  of  the  African  populations”. 
Independence  was  an  “inalienable  right”  and  France  spoke  of  a  “freely 
consented  association”  in  the  name  of  independence.  African  politicians 
spoke  of  a  federal  state  with  its  own  parliament  and  government,^®  but  it 
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is  unlikely  that  they  still  seriously  expected  France  to  surrender  its  con¬ 
trol  of  foreign  policy,  defense,  etc.  Senghor,  who  did  not  want  to  provoke 
a  break  with  France,  acknowledged  the  difficulty  and  declared  himself 
ready  to  renounce  participation  in  foreign  policy,  as  long  as  internal 
autonomy  was  extended  and  effective  collaboration  made  possible  in 
economic  questions.  However,  he  viewed  this  as  no  more  than  a  transi¬ 
tional  solution.^®  At  the  moment,  he  said,  the  “equality"  of  the  partners 
and  the  recognition  of  the  right  to  self-determination  and  independence 
were  the  decisive  factors. 

That  the  Africans  were  particularly  concerned  with  independence  be¬ 
came  more  and  more  clear  to  France.  The  parliamentary  discussion  on 
the  Loi  Cadre  spoke  of  the  need  for  a  future  extension  of  autonomy 
but  not  of  self-government  or  even  of  possible  exit  from  the  French 
Union  It  was  not  even  decided  whether,  in  accordance  with  Article 
75  of  the  constitution,  a  change  of  status  for  the  territories  should  be 
considered  in  order  to  make  them  associated  states.  Borella  quite  rightly 
said  that  the  Loi  Cadre  was  partly  designed  as  a  means  of  avoiding 
a  far-reaching  reform.^® 

Some  thought  this  law  had  “solved”  the  African  problem  for  a  long 
time  to  come,  since  it  granted  African  leaders  what  they  had  long  been 
demanding.^®  In  the  administration  pessimists  are  even  said  to  have 
counted  on  a  “period  of  indulgence”  of  at  least  three  years.®®  But  by 
1957  became  apparent  that  attitudes  were  changing.  For  instance, 
Maurice  Duverger  declared  in  Le  Monde  on  6  February  1957 
policy  introduced  with  the  Loi  Cadre  had  already  virtually  converted 
France  into  a  federation,  and  that  the  public  must  be  deceived  no 
longer.®^  People  still  spoke  of  federation,®^  but  they  had  become  aware 
of  the  vagueness  of  the  term®®  and  tended  more  and  more  to  replace 
it  by  that  of  “Franco-African  Community”.  France  had  carefully  avoided 
the  word  “independence”,  but  the  Africans’  demands  as  expressed  in 
Bamako,  and  the  independence  of  Ghana  now  forced  it  to  proclaim  the 
right  to  independence,  since  it  was  the  only  means  of  relieving  the 
distrust.®^  France  slowly  began  to  realize  that  legalistic  attempts  to 
prematurely  pin  down  a  movement  that  was  still  in  flux  had  proved  a 
mistake  and  must  be  given  up.  A  loose  confederation  now  seemed  the 
only  possibility.  Oreste  Rosenfeld  (SFIO),  for  instance,  deliberately  aban¬ 
doned  his  concept  of  federation  because,  as  he  said,  there  were  no  “federa¬ 
tive  organs”.  Public  opinion,  he  added,  was  against  surrendering  sover¬ 
eignty,  but  since  Bamako  the  Africans  were  no  longer  satisfied  with  a 
subordinate  position.  The  new  order  must  be  more  of  a  confederation;  but 
this  threatened  the  institutions  with  the  same  fate  as  the  French  Union 
unless  France  began  by  negotiating  at  a  round  table  with  all  those  con¬ 
cerned.®® 

The  British  Commonwealth  entered  the  discussion  here  in  the  rather 
unexpected  role  of  example.  France  envisaged  a  “commonwealth  a  la 
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frangaise",  i.e.  it  did  not  want  to  content  itself  with  mere  informal  ties, 
but  wanted  to  furnish  the  “Franco-African  Community”  with  institutions 
too.®®  In  parliament  on  3  February  1958  Frangois  Mitterand  proposed 
that  the  government  summon  a  conference  “with  a  view  to  creating  a 
Franco-African  community  and  determining  its  fundamental  institu¬ 
tions”.®^  This  future  community  was  to  be  worked  out  on  the  basis  of 
recognition  of  the  right  to  independence  and  full  “equality”  for  all 
partners.  France  was  prepared  to  grant  full  autonomy  and  confined  itself 
to  proposing  confederation,  yet  obviously  it  still  hoped  it  would  be  possible 
to  create  a  greater  unit  in  which  France  would  continue  to  act  as  leader. 
This  anticipated  General  de  Gaulle’s  concept  of  the  Community  and 
the  fall  of  the  government  in  May  1958  made  it  feasible! 

Discussions  on  Africa  during  the  last  months  of  the  Fourth  Republic 
made  it  clear  that  the  colonialist  Right  was  also  giving  up  its  hopes  of 
federalism  and  adapting  to  new  formulas  such  as  independence,  Franco- 
African  Community,  French  Commonwealth,  etc.  For  instance,  the  news¬ 
paper  France  Outre-mer  wrote: 

What  is  envisaged  here  is  the  affirmation  of  the  principle  of  equality  in 
the  situation  of  the  contractants,  whose  agreement,  entirely  free,  must  form 
the  base  of  the  future  community.  This  is  to  say  that  we  consider  it 
desirable,  with  regard  to  the  solidity  of  the  construction,  that  by  a  de¬ 
cision  prior  to  the  vote  on  the  final  dispositions,  each  of  the  partners  might 
consider  himself  independent  from  the  moment  he  engages  his  future.®® 

It  seems  to  have  become  clear  to  the  Right  that  resistance  to  decoloniza¬ 
tion  had  become  pointless  and  that  unilateral  solutions  would  always  be 
distrusted  by  the  Africans  and  furthermore  would  not  stabilize  the  situa¬ 
tion.  Now  that  the  Loi  Cadre  had  transferred  political  decision-making 
to  the  African  politicians,  it  was  necessary  to  adapt  quickly  and  to  nego¬ 
tiate  bilateral  agreements.  Only  in  this  way  could  a  new  legal  basis 
be  established  and  France’s  economic  interests  possibly  be  secured. 

It  is  worth  examining,  however,  whether  these  interests  were  indeed 
as  important  as  France  had  hitherto  believed.  Even  with  increasing 
autonomy  France  had  to  continue  to  support  the  economic  development 
of  the  African  territories.  Was  this  expense  worth-while  when  France’s  own 
industrial  expansion  required  immense  investment  capital,  and  especially 
when  it  had  to  hand  over  its  power  and  control  in  Africa  in  any  case? 
This  argument  was  the  basis  of  what  is  called  “Cartierism”,  or  the  “anti¬ 
colonialism  of  the  Right”. 

The  question  of  whether  the  great  military  and  administrative  expenses 
incurred  by  the  ruling  power  in  the  colonies  were  balanced  by  any  profit, 
was  by  no  means  new.  The  liberal  national  economists  of  the  early 
nineteenth  century,  Hobson  in  his  critique  of  imperialism  and  Grover 
Glark  in  his  1936  study  Balance  Sheets  of  Imperialism,  had  asked  this 
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question  and  replied  in  the  negative.  The  right-wing  bourgeois  parties, 
however,  had  eountered  these  economic  arguments  and  dismissed  them 
as  anti-national.  Without  a  colonial  empire,  they  argued,  France  could 
not  be  a  great  power.  Economically  France  needed  an  overseas  export 
market  since  its  industrial  goods  were  priced  above  the  world  market 
level  and  were  hardly  able  to  compete.  Since  the  depression,  this  depend¬ 
ence  on  a  market  with  tariff  protection  had  become  even  stronger  and 
after  the  Second  World  War  the  scarcity  of  dollars  and  the  difficulties  in 
the  French  balance  of  trade  had  provided  additional  support  for  the 
argument  that  the  colonies  were  economically  necessary  to  France's  sur¬ 
vival. 

The  grant  of  independence  to  Tunisia  and  Morocco  raised  the  first 
doubts.  Admittedly  colonists  and  businessmen  were  streaming  back  to  the 
metropolis,  voluntarily  or  compelled  by  circumstance,  and  it  was  proving 
impossible  to  maintain  profitable  positions.  But  trade  relations  had  by  no 
means  been  broken  off,  in  fact  they  were  expanding  thanks  to  the  foreign 
credits  that  the  independent  states  were  obtaining.  The  loss  of  these 
colonies  was  perhaps  a  heavy  blow  to  directly  interested  economic  circles, 
but  it  was  to  the  national  advantage.  It  saved  considerable  state  ex¬ 
penditure,  and  moreover  the  capital  that  had  hitherto  flowed  into  the 
colonies  now  became  available  for  economic  expansion  at  home.  Had 
not  the  example  of  the  Netherlands  proved  former  theses  wrong?  The 
economic  journal  L’Entreprise  examined  the  situation  in  an  article  with 
the  significant  title  “Une  economic  prospere  sans  colonies;  les  Pays  Bas" 
(“An  economy  prospers  without  colonies:  the  Netherlands”).  Indeed, 
since  1948,  the  Netherlands,  whose  prosperity  had  seemed  to  rest  on  the 
exploitation  of  Indonesia’s  immense  riches,  had  experienced  a  sensational 
boom  and  real  wages  had  leapt  up  in  spite  of  the  population  increase. 
The  loss  of  its  colonial  Empire  had  not  spelled  disaster,  as  had  been 
predicted,  but  had  confronted  the  country  with  a  “question  of  survival” 
and  forced  it  to  speed  up  industrialization.  Capital  was  not  flowing  out, 
as  before,  but  was  at  the  disposal  of  the  mother  country.  The  article  also 
pointed  out  that  as  a  colonial  power  the  Netherlands  would  have  been 
obliged  to  pay  compensation  for  war  damages  and  to  raise  the  natives 
standard  of  living  by  means  of  comprehensive  investment  and  assistance 
schemes,  while  an  independent  Indonesia  “can  no  longer  exact  economic 
aid.  The  relations  between  the  former  metropolis  and  the  young  Republic 
are  no  longer  based  on  gifts:  they  are  based  on  contracts”.  Political 
relations  were  extremely  tense,  it  was  true,  but  the  large  companies 
eontinued  to  prosper.  The  Netherlands’  share  of  Indonesia’s  national 
income  had  perhaps  fallen,  but  “this  is  a  net  revenue”.  So  the  example 
of  the  Netherlands  showed  that  without  colonies  it  was  not  only  possible 
to  survive  economically,  but  actually  to  hasten  domestic  development. 

The  well-known  journalist  Raymond  Cartier  contributed  to  the  un¬ 
usual  popularity  of  these  theories  with  a  series  of  essays  entitled  “En 
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France  noire”  published  in  the  journal  Match  in  August  and  September 
1956.®® 

These  articles,  in  the  form  of  a  travel  journal  and  full  of  striking 
examples,  emphatically  supported  a  clear-cut  theory.  French  Africa  was 
poor,  said  Cartier,  of  little  use  and  cost  immense  sums.  What  little  Africa 
produced,  such  as  coffee  on  the  Ivory  Coast,  France  had  to  buy  at  an 
artificially  adjusted  price:  “the  poor  territories  are  costly  because  they 
produce  nothing  and  the  rich  Ivory  Coast  is  costly  because  it  produces 
something.”  France  also  had  to  pay  for  the  administration,  the  armed 
forces,  the  airports  and  radio  stations,  and  made  investment  resources 
available  through  FIDES.  Naturally  Cartier  did  not  fail  to  name  the 
numerous  false  investments  in  the  aid  schemes  (bridges  without  street 
connections,  concrete  market  halls  which  were  not  used,  etc.).  In  ad¬ 
dition,  he  said,  the  political  rewards  for  this  aid  were  small.  The  Africans 
expected  the  aid  and  laughed  at  it,  and  most  of  the  recruits  to  the  Com¬ 
munist  party  came  from  highly  developed  areas.  The  result:  “We  have 
a  moderate  need  of  Africa.  It  has  an  immense  need  of  us.”  Would  it  not 
be  more  advantageous  to  invest  the  millions  in  the  metropolis  rather  than 
in  remote  regions  that  were  politically  insecure  and  wanted  to  secede  from 
France  anyway?  “The  precedent  of  Morocco  is  a  striking  example:  so 
many  towns,  mines,  public  works  drawn  from  French  resources  and  lost!” 
Overseas  investments  since  1946  could  have  served  to  modernize  the 
metropolis;  a  number  of  French  provincial  towns  were  in  greater  need  of 
a  new  lycee  than  of  a  small  central  African  market!  Cartier  also  pointed  to 
the  Netherlands,  Switzerland  and  the  German  Federal  Republic,  and 
warned  the  Africans:  “Are  you  absolutely  sure  that  it  is  in  the  interests  of 
France  to  keep  you  at  all  costs?”  One  might  grant  Africa  autonomy,  but  it 
was  quixotic  that  France  should  pay  for  dissociation.  France  had  an  interest 
in  remaining  in  Africa,  but  not  “at  any  price”.  It  was  asking  for  blackmail, 
he  said,  to  give  the  impression  that  the  economic  future  of  France 
depended  on  its  remaining  in  Africa.  France  should  continue  to  grant 
developmental  aid,  but  only  after  stem  negotiations  and  never  without 
first  securing  certain  political  advantages. 

This  illustrated  journal  with  its  high  readership,  and  not  inconsiderable 
political  influence,  popularized  a  current  theory  and  prepared  the  way 
for  a  “re-evaluation  of  values”.  During  the  Indochinese  war,  the  same 
Cartier  had  supported  the  traditional  theory  of  the  economic  and 
political  necessity  of  having  colonies,  also  in  Match.  He  changed  his 
views  at  the  moment  when  economic  aid  took  the  place  of  the  former 
colonial  policy  of  predominantly  private  investment;  now  the  funds 
came  from  the  national  budget  and  offered  France  little  direct  gain. 
Since  France  had  fixed  a  time-limit  to  its  stay  in  the  colonies,  he  thought 
it  would  be  to  the  “national”  advantage  to  accept  decolonization  and 
even  to  promote  it.  The  former  colonies  also  depended  on  financial 
aid  after  independence,  so  there  was  some  likelihood  that  France  could 
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withdraw  from  its  obligations  while  at  the  same  time  exploiting  its  aid 
in  political  terms. 

Cartier’s  theories  gave  rise  to  lively  discussion.  Tlie  former  inspector  of 
finances  in  French  West  Africa,  Jean  Ehrhard,  confirmed  them  in  his 
much  noted  book  Les  destins  du  colonialisme,  published  in  1957.  A 
purely  economic  examination  led  him  to  the  conclusion  that  “far  from 
leading  to  a  spreading-out  of  resources,  an  egoistic  pursuit  of  purely 
metropolitan  economic  interests  would  inspire  a  concentration.  Thus, 
one  often  affirms  that  without  the  overseas  territories  France  would  be 
no  more  than  a  Spain.  From  a  strictly  economic  point  of  view  it  would 
be  more  correct  to  say  that  France  could  have  become  a  Switzerland,  a 
Sweden,  a  Norway  or  a  Germany,  countries  in  which  for  the  last  ten 
years  the  per  capita  income  has  exceeded  or  attained  the  level  reached 
by  France.”®®  With  these  arguments  the  author  could  attack  the  anti¬ 
colonialism  of  the  left-wing  intellectuals  and  assuage  the  French  con¬ 
science  by  pointing  to  the  actual  aid  being  given,  while  at  the  same  time 
destroying  the  hitherto  sacrosanct  theories  of  the  colonialist  Right.  Po¬ 
litically  Ehrhard  was  in  favour  of  a  loose  federal  structure  as  outlined  by 
Senghor,  which  would  “compel”  extensive  autonomy  in  the  territories, 
while  also  providing  a  serviceable  policy  of  development.  Ehrhard  gave 
interesting  details  on  the  nature  of  this  structure  in  the  second  part  of 
his  discussion. 

Ehrhard’s  book  made  some  impression  in  the  Paris  ministries.®^  It 
found  its  counterpart  in  Pierre  Moussa’s  Les  Chances  economiques  de 
la  Communaute  franco-africaine,  which  tried  to  show,  with  very  de¬ 
tailed  statistical  material,  the  economic  advantages  of  the  overseas  ter¬ 
ritories.  Moussa  considered  the  budget  expenditure  bearable  and  urged 
a  “dynamic  concept  of  the  French  whole”.®^ 

This  worried  the  Africans,  of  course,  and  they  sharply  attacked  “the 
defeatism  of  Raymond  Cartier”.  Now  it  was  they  who,  by  a  paradoxical 
reversal  of  position,  reminded  France  of  its  responsibilities  overseas.  Re¬ 
lations  between  the  metropolis  and  Africa  must  not,  they  said,  be  based 
solely  on  economic  considerations.  As  French  citizens  the  former  subjects 
deserved  a  better  fate  than  to  be  thrown  into  independence  the  moment 
colonial  rule  became  unprofitable.®®  Senghor  even  took  up  the  slogans 
of  the  “colonialists”:  “The  calling  of  France  is  not  the  calling  of  Hol¬ 
land  ...  I  am  appalled  at  the  idea  that  Franee  could  withdraw  from 
Africa!”®^  In  effect  Cartier  made  it  elear  to  the  Afrieans  that  in  the 
future  they  would  have  to  depend  more  on  France  rather  than  less. 

The  influenee  of  Cartierism  and  its  right-wing  anti-colonialism  on  the 
French  public  is  difficult  to  assess.  Left-wing  politieians,  unionists  and 
intelleetuals  were  attraeted  by  the  theory  that  the  mother  eountry  ur¬ 
gently  needed  the  investment  eredits  whieh  were  flowing  into  Afriea 
with  sueh  doubtful  results,®®  but  it  proved  diffieult  to  say  this  openly, 
for  refusal  to  grant  economic  aid  and  withdrawal  for  reasons  of  profit 
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could  be  interpreted  as  “colonialism",  and  could  compromise  the  tradi¬ 
tional  anti-colonialism  of  the  Left.  Andr6  Blanchet,  the  liberal-minded 
correspondent  on  Africa  for  Le  Monde,  published  an  article  entitled 
“Condamnes  a  I’lndependance": 

Lively  as  the  temptation  may  in  fact  be  to  “condemn”  the  African 
countries  to  independence,  it  would  be  unworthy  of  a  great  nation  even 
apparently  to  impose  on  its  former  colonies  a  choice  between  a  definite 
political  statute  and  the  renunciation  of  all  material  aid.®® 

Like  Senghor,  Blanchet  too  was  using  the  “national”  argument!  There 
can  be  little  doubt  that  Cartierism  made  a  certain  impression  on  the 
French  bourgeoisie  and  even  on  circles  without  direct  economic  interests. 
Perhaps  Cartierism  also  helps  to  explain  the  surprisingly  weak  opposition 
to  General  de  Gaulle’s  Africa  policy.  However,  when  in  spite  of  the 
failure  of  the  Communaut6,  de  Gaulle  continued  to  make  very  wide- 
scale  financial  and  developmental  aid  available  in  the  interest  of  French 
influence  in  Black  Africa,  public  unease  and  dissatisfaction  grew.  Ray¬ 
mond  Cartier  gave  expression  to  this  mood  too,  in  his  articles  “Attention, 
la  France  dilapie  son  argent”.®^  The  economic  situation  in  France,  he 
wrote,  was  showing  signs  of  weakness.  Many  people  felt  that  France  was 
“shouldering  responsibilities  that  were  too  heavy  for  it”,  and  was  jeopard¬ 
izing  its  future  at  the  cost  of  a  small  gain  in  prestige.  The  German 
economic  miracle  was  continuing;  even  the  U.S.  was  tending  to  cut 
back  its  numerous  aid  schemes,  although  this  formed  only  4  percent  of 
its  budget  in  1962  as  opposed  to  almost  9  percent  in  France.  Moreover 
the  resources  were  drawn  from  investment  capital,  of  which  only  a 
limited  amount  was  available;  meanwhile  half  of  France  was  “under¬ 
developed”.  Cartier  wanted  to  reduce  aid  to  development  to  1  percent 
of  the  national  budget.  These  articles  again  generated  discussion,  since 
they  responded  to  a  widespread  unease  and  at  the  same  time  put  into 
words  the  problems  in  the  national  mind.  By  contrast  with  General  de 
Gaulle,  who  tried  to  maintain  or  expand  French  influence  and  power 
overseas  by  the  traditional  methods  of  economic  aid,  Gartier  was  in 
favour  of  a  withdrawal  to  the  “hexagon”  of  the  metropolis.  Since  the 
metropolis  urgently  needed  funds  for  development  during  this  phase  of 
economic  and  social  upheaval,  France  should  first  establish  the  internal 
preconditions  for  assuming  a  modern  leadership  role. 


FRANCE 


443 


THE  COMMUNAUTfi 


The  Communaut6  was  the  last  stage  in  the  decolonization  of  French 
Black  Africa.  Although  it  was  partly  predetermined  by  circumstance, 
it  is  so  much  the  personal  achievement  of  General  de  Gaulle  that  it 
seems  in  order  here  to  recall  his  attitude  on  the  colonial  question.  First 
we  must  return  to  the  Brazzaville  conference.  In  his  opening  address  on 
30  January  1944  de  Gaulle  stressed  the  importance  of  imperial  power  and 
the  imperial  mission,  and  also  announced  a  reform  of  the  existing 
power  structure.  In  the  future  the  African  territories  were  to  collaborate 
in  working  out  their  own  affairs  and  to  form  a  “French  Gommunity” 
together  with  the  metropolis.  A  few  months  later  in  the  Indochina 
declaration  (24  March  1945)  he  spoke  of  a  federation.  De  Gaulle  re¬ 
mained  true  to  this  concept  in  the  years  that  followed;  here,  however, 
only  its  general  outlines  are  apparent.  After  his  resignation  as  president 
of  the  provisional  government,  when  he  founded  the  Rassemblement 
du  Peuple  Franjais  (RPF),  he  gave  further  details  in  a  speech  at  Bayeux 
(16  June  1946): 

The  future  of  the  no  million  men  and  women  who  live  under  our  flag 
lies  in  an  organization  of  a  federative  type,  to  which  time  will  gradually 
give  a  firmer  form.  But  even  our  new  constitution  must  make  a  start  in 
this  direction  and  guide  the  coming  development  into  the  right  channels.^ 

A  “Great  Gouncil  of  the  French  Union”  would  be  formed  of  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  economic  unions  and  similar  organizations,  and  representatives 
of  the  African  territories,  which  would  be  empowered  to  advise  on  all 
matters  concerning  the  Union:  budget,  foreign  relations,  internal  prob¬ 
lems,  national  defence,  economy,  transport,  communications.  The  fed¬ 
eral  structure  would  be  incorporated  in  a  strong  head  of  state  standing 
above  the  parties,  who  would  also  act  as  president  of  the  French  Union 
and  in  whose  election  the  overseas  territories  would  take  part.  From 
here  one  can  trace  a  direct  line  to  the  1958  constitution  and  the  Com- 
munaute:  the  electoral  modus  of  the  president  meant  that  the  former 
colonial  dependency  had  been  abolished,  but  without  France  having  to 
surrender  its  powers  of  decision.  The  mother  country  even  had  a  majority 
in  the  consultative  body  of  the  Union. 

In  this  context  we  can  mention  Professor  Rene  Gapitant,  who  belonged 
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to  the  intimate  circle  around  de  Gaulle  at  the  time  and  proposed  a  draft 
for  a  “federal  constitution”  in  1946.^ 

At  a  press  conference  on  24  April  1947  de  Gaulle  reiterated  his  Bayeux 
theses.  The  overseas  territories  were  a  “vital  question”  for  France  and 
therefore  the  mother  country  must  assume  sovereign  powers.  More  im¬ 
portant  than  representation  in  parliament  were  the  Union  assemblies 
with  advisory  powers  and  the  common  president  who  united  the  Re¬ 
public  and  the  Union.®  The  Gaullists’  objections  to  the  1946  constitution 
and  the  parties  responsible  for  it  are  particularly  clear  in  a  1950  RPF 
report  in  which  they  attacked  the  conferment  of  citizenship  and  the 
reduced  franchise  of  the  Africans.  The  rural  population,  said  the  report, 
could  be  represented  only  by  general  franchise,  although  on  two  levels, 
while  a  “double  college”  secured  the  interests  of  the  French  colonials 
and  the  metropolis.  Obviously  this  general  but  indirect  franchise  was 
intended  to  oust  the  evolues  and  the  African  politicians!  The  territories 
would  obtain  a  statute  of  their  own,  “within  the  framework  of  French 
sovereignty”,  with  a  view  to  a  future  federal  Union.  But  they  warned 
against  acting  too  hastily.  The  legislative  body  of  the  federation,  as  de 
Gaulle  had  said  in  his  Bayeux  speech,  would  consist  of  two  chambers: 
the  parliament  with  deputies  from  the  overseas  territories  and  a  Union 
assembly  of  which  the  territories  would  appoint  the  third  section.  As  the 
executive  body  he  envisaged  a  high  council  which  would  be  composed 
of  French  ministers  and  delegates  from  the  associated  states.  But  they 
were  only  to  “assist”;  the  true  power  would  remain  with  the  president.^ 
The  Gaullists  wanted  by  their  federalist  concept  to  distinguish  them¬ 
selves  from  the  Fourth  Republic.  We  have  mentioned  the  deputy  Dronne, 
who  requested  a  corresponding  revision  of  Title  VIII  on  10  July  1953 
(cf.  p.  408).  Jacques  Soustelle  also  spoke  in  1954  of  a  “French  bloc  whose 
federal  structure  will  be  a  supreme  guarantee  for  all”.®  The  combination 
of  local  decentralization  and  concentration  on  the  president  to  guarantee 
the  unity  of  the  whole,  was  presented  as  a  federal  solution.  But  polemics 
against  the  “system”  which  continued  to  pursue  an  assimilatory  policy 
and  ignored  the  desire  of  the  overseas  peoples  for  emancipation  could 
not  hide  the  fact  that  the  Gaullists  too  paid  homage  to  a  “verbal 
federalism”,  which  was  neither  based  on  a  true  “equality”  of  the  partners 
nor  was  prepared  to  accept  independence  in  any  form. 

The  Gaullist  movement  might  have  been  split  into  a  right  and  a  left 
wing,  but  it  was  nevertheless  undeniably  nationalist.  A  party  leaflet  of 
the  “Action  Republicaine  et  Sociale”  (ARS),  the  successor  to  the  RPF 
whose  members  included  such  notable  personages  as  Debre,  Soustelle 
and  Chaban-Delmas,  shows  this  very  clearly.®  Its  motto  was  “France 
will  not  leave”.  Foreign  powers— this  was  aimed  at  the  United  States— 
and  the  U.N.  were  interfering  in  the  affairs  of  Indochina  and  North 
Africa,  they  said,  and  trying  to  drive  France  from  its  overseas  positions. 
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But  without  these  positions,  French  power  would  be  threatened;  it  was 
only  by  virtue  of  its  support  in  the  French  Union  that  France  would 
be  able  to  join  European  or  Atlantic  unification  movements. 

By  integrating  the  French  Union  more  firmly,  France  will  have  less  fear 
that  the  European  and  Atlantic  integrations  can  do  it  harm.  It  will  be  able 
to  assert  its  rank  there  and  an  influence  conforming  to  its  past  and  its 
potential.  .  .  .  The  ARS  believes  that  the  government  should  not  hesitate 
to  put  an  end  to  the  attacks  of  our  enemies  and  to  the  doubts  which  have 
taken  hold  of  our  friends,  by  making  it  known  with  the  greatest  firmness  that 
France  is  resolved,  come  what  may,  to  remain  in  all  the  countries  and  all 
the  positions  of  the  French  Union. 

The  actual  proposals  for  revision  remained  vague,  however.  “Federalism 
with  discernment”  clearly  meant  integration,  since  the  ties  were  said  to 
remain  indissoluble  and  the  Republic  remained  “one  and  indivisible  in 
its  essence”.  The  association  of  the  protectorates  was  in  no  circumstances 
to  lead  to  independence  or  to  bilateral  conventions,  but  was  intended 
to  insert  the  protectorates  into  a  framework  determined  by  France. 

The  attitude  of  the  Gaullists  to  the  colonial  question  in  1950-1958  was 
one  of  ruthless  opposition  to  the  governments  of  the  Fourth  Republic 
because  they  had  not  pursued  the  Indochinese  war  vdth  full  force  and 
were  proceeding  from  concession  to  concession  in  North  Africa.  On  23 
February  1952  the  Conseil  National  of  the  ARS  demanded  “a  war  in 
Indochina  conducted  with  all  available  means  and  all  necessary  firmness”.'^ 
In  North  Africa  de  Gaulle  built  on  his  personal  relations  with  the  sultan 
of  Morocco,  but  Gaullist  politicians  were  sharply  opposed  to  recalling  the 
sultan.  The  negotiations  with  Tunisia,  they  said  in  January  1955,  should 
“end  by  tracing  the  framework  of  institutions  which  would  indissolubly 
establish  an  organic  link  between  France  and  Tunisia”.®  Senator  Debre 
considered  bilateral  conventions  a  mistake;  “since  we  do  not  know 
exactly  of  what  kind  the  new  French  Union  should  be,  the  projects  of 
Franco-Tunisian  convention  risk  leading  to  the  secession  of  Tunisia, 
risk  ruining  the  position  of  France  in  Morocco”.®  By  making  vague 
references  to  a  renovated  French  Union  that  would  establish  indissoluble 
ties  with  the  mother  country  and  French  control  of  foreign  policy,  de¬ 
fence,  etc.  the  Gaullists  opposed  the  decolonization  which  Edgar  Faure 
had  already  brought  to  a  conclusion  in  the  critical  cases  of  Tunisia  and 
Morocco. 

Michel  Debre’s  foreword  to  a  book  published  in  1957  by  the  former 
vice-president  of  the  Gomite  national  de  la  Resistance,  M.  Blocq  Mas- 
card,  was  a  renewed  attack  on  the  idea  of  European  integration  which, 
said  Debre,  would  deliver  France  into  the  hands  of  Germany,  and  on 
the  Fourth  Republic,  whose  only  “achievements”  were  the  “surrender  of 
overseas  France”.  The  French  nation  would  not  resign  itself  to  this,  he 
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asserted;  it  would  rebel,  with  the  help  of  the  army  and  the  overseas 
French  under  the  leadership  of  General  de  Gaulle!^”  Blocq  himself 
took  up  a  project  for  federation  worked  out  by  the  other  side  between 
1954  and  1956,  according  to  which  both  the  metropolis  and  the  overseas 
territories  should  be  represented  in  a  federal  senate  in  the  proportion 
of  34  to  21.  Executive  power  would  rest  with  a  president  elected  by  a 
wider  electoral  college  but  not  responsible  to  the  senate.  The  territories, 
as  a  group,  would  obtain  their  own  governments  with  corresponding 
responsibilities.  This  not  uninteresting  proposal,  which  was  obviously 
adapted  from  de  Gaulle’s,  contradicted  the  Unitarian  tradition  of  the 
metropolis  too  plainly  to  have  any  chance  of  being  taken  seriously.  In 
any  case,  since  the  overseas  territories  were  to  remain  under-represented 
in  the  federal  senate  and  in  the  electoral  college  which  appointed  the 
president,  the  old  problem  remained  unsolved:  the  metropolis  justifiably 
insisted  on  its  political  and  economic  preponderance  and  demanded  over¬ 
representation,  while  the  Africans  rightly  reproached  it  with  allowing 
only  an  “unreal”  federalism  and  aiming  at  “colonialist”  domination. 

The  excessive  sensibilities  of  the  Gaullist  nationalists,  who  saw  any 
willingness  to  make  concessions  as  evidence  of  “surrender”  and  adhered 
to  the  idea  of  “indissoluble”  ties,  i.e.  the  maintenance  of  the  greatest 
possible  control  by  the  mother  country,  seemed  to  offer  little  hope  for  a 
“liberal”  overseas  policy  after  the  Fourth  Republic  was  overthrown  in 
May  1958.  Yet  it  soon  became  apparent  that  de  Gaulle  shared  the 
extremist  views  of  his  supporters  only  to  a  limited  extent;  he  proved 
flexible  enough  to  steer  a  course  adapted  to  the  decolonization  process 
which  was  already  under  way  and  to  carry  it  “to  a  happy  end”.  He 
came  back  to  the  theory  of  a  “community”  which  he  had  supported 
several  times  since  1944,  and  was  able  to  capitalize  upon  his  enormous 
prestige  in  Africa,  which  paved  the  way  for  the  co-operation  of  African 
politicians.  The  latter  had  used  the  constitutional  crisis  to  announce 
further  demands  and  to  create  faits  accomplis.  On  2  May  a  congress 
of  party  leaders  from  Madagascar  had  demanded  a  “republiean  state  as¬ 
sociated  to  France”,  while  Sekou  Toure  outlined  a  plan  on  7  June 
which  would  confer  “complete  internal  autonomy”  on  the  African 
territories.  Senghor’s  newly-founded  “Rassemblement  Africain”  made  simi¬ 
lar  demands,  namely  a 

federal  republic  uniting  France,  the  groups  of  territories  and  the  non- 
grouped  territories  on  the  basis  of  free  co-operation,  absolute  equality  and 
the  right  to  independence,  the  groups  of  territories  and  non-grouped 
territories  being  endowed  with  a  central  autonomous  government,  re¬ 
sponsible  before  the  legislative  Assembly  and  having  all  the  attributes  of 
internal  sovereignty,  excepting  control  of  diplomatic  relations,  defence, 
currency,  higher  education  and  the  magistrature,  which  are  reserved  to  the 
government  of  the  federal  republic.^^ 
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In  a  memorandum  on  9  July  1958,  Senghor  and  Dia  pointed  out  that 
the  term  federative  republic”  had  come  to  possess  almost  *‘magic  powers” 
in  Africa;  the  constitution  of  the  Fifth  Republic  must  therefore  form  a 
federal  republic,  although  this  federation  should  be  “light  and  dynamic”. 
The  executive  organ,  besides  the  president,  should  be  not  a  federal 
parliament  but  a  kind  of  “contact  assembly”,  which  would  exercise  only 
minor  legislative  powers  and  serve  as  a  means  of  “cohesion”.  In  addition, 
the  constitution  should  recognize  the  territories’  right  to  self-determina¬ 
tion,  i.e.  give  them  constituent  power  and  the  right  to  independence.^^ 
So  Senghor  had  passed  from  federation  to  confederation;  he  was  ready 
to  leave  external  sovereignty  to  the  French  president  without  renouncing 
the  right  to  independence  and  to  decide  whether  to  break  this  final  tie 
with  France  at  a  given  moment.  The  recognition  of  the  right  to  inde¬ 
pendence,  which  he  said  Africa  had  no  intention  of  claiming  immediately 
since  it  was  aware  of  its  economie  weakness  and  dependence,  became  a 
sine  qua  non,  since  it  was  the  only  way  of  breaking  away  from  the 
colonial  status  and  satisfying  the  principle  of  equal  rights.^^ 

In  a  sense  Senghor  anticipated  the  future  Communaute.  But  for  the 
time  being  de  Gaulle  evidently  had  a  different  image  of  the  “vast  and 
free  community”  which  he  had  announced  in  a  “friendly  message”  on 
13  July.  He  spoke  of  “a  great  political,  economic  and  cultural  whole”. 
It  would  give  the  African  territories  greater  internal  autonomy  but  be  of  a 
permanent  nature,  so  as  to  ensure  France’s  position  as  a  world  power 
for  the  future  too.^^  The  government  proposal  published  on  30  July 
and  submitted  to  the  advisory  constitutional  committee  corresponded  to 
this  concept.^®  It  adhered  to  overseas  representation  in  the  Senate  of  the 
mother  country  and  did  not  recognize  the  members  of  the  federation 
as  states.  In  addition  it  confronted  the  Africans  with  a  definite  choice; 
since  the  government  proposal  did  not  mention  the  right  to  inde¬ 
pendence  it  implied  the  possibility  of  a  change  of  status.  The  Com- 
munaut^,  in  its  very  vague  form  at  the  time,  applied  only  to  the  former 
associated  states.^® 

The  government’s  intentions  “leaked”  prematurely  and  provoked  dis¬ 
appointment,  protests  and  further  demands  from  the  Africans.  On  27 
July  Senghor’s  party,  going  beyond  his  own  position,  accepted  “im¬ 
mediate  independence”  in  its  final  resolution  at  a  congress  in  Cotonou.^'^ 
Tsiranana,  head  of  the  government  of  Madagascar,  demanded  an  “in¬ 
dependent  Republic,  which  would  voluntarily  federate  with  France”,^* 
while  Sekou  Tour6  demanded  recognition  of  the  right  to  independence 
and  refused  African  representation  in  the  French  parliament.^®  In  Le 
Monde  on  31  July,  Senghor  pointed  out,  with  some  right,  that  the 
government’s  newly  proposed  constitution  was  a  step  backwards  since 
Article  75  of  the  1946  constitution  had  at  least  provided  for  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  a  change  of  status  to  associated  state.  “It  is  a  retreat  without 
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equivocation.  One  would  think  that  everything  is  being  done  to  provoke 
a  break.”^® 

A  special  study  group  within  the  advisory  constitutional  committee 
tried  to  conciliate  the  Africans.  With  active  assistance  from  the  MRP 
deputies  Teitgen  and  Coste-Floret,  it  suggested  a  special  article  which 
would  allow  the  territories  to  choose  the  status  of  independent  state 
within  a  confederation.^^  But  de  Gaulle  intervened  personally  on  9 
August  and  vetoed  the  proposal:  independence  was  out  of  the  question. 
A  referendum  would  present  the  Africans  with  the  choice  of  secession, 
with  all  its  grave  consequences— particularly  economic— or  federation  in 
the  proposed  form!  So  de  Gaulle  wanted  both  to  create  much  firmer 
and  more  lasting  ties  with  France  and  to  force  a  solution  by  referring 
to  the  consequences  of  choosing  independence.  The  Africans  had  under¬ 
standably  hoped  to  avoid  just  this  choice  and  did  not  want  to  bar  the 
way  to  independence  by  association  agreements— and  bar  the  way  to 
economic  aid!  Goste-Floret  confessed:  “It  is  a  difiBcult  situation,  in  that 
the  overseas  territories  can  only  obtain  independence  if  they  vote  ‘No' 
in  the  referendum.  It  would  be  better  to  give  them  this  opportunity 
with  a  ‘Yes’  vote  too”.^^ 

The  constitutional  committee  sought  a  settlement.  In  order  to  avoid 
making  a  choice  between  federation  and  confederation  it  adopted  the 
notion  of  the  Gommunaute,  which  had  originally  been  proposed  for  the 
associated  states.  It  proposed  that  the  members  of  the  Gommunaute 
would  be  described  as  states,  and  their  authorities  more  closely  defined. 
Although  the  committee  wanted  to  admit  the  African  states’  right  to 
a  change  of  status  after  five  years,  including  that  of  independent  state, 
the  government  partly  revoked  this  concession,  laconically  asserting  that 
the  moment  an  African  member  state  declared  independence  it  would 
have  to  leave  the  Gommunaute.  This  meant,  of  course,  that  it  would 
forfeit  French  economic  aid!^® 

We  need  not  go  into  the  details  of  de  Gaulle’s  journey  to  Africa.^^ 
In  spite  of  the  brusque  behaviour  of  Sekou  Tour^  and  opposition  in 
Senegal,  it  was  a  spectacular  success.  De  Gaulle  addressed  the  Africans 
as  “partners”  and  outlined  in  striking  rhetorical  terms  the  great  future 
of  the  Gommunaute;  he  also  reminded  them  of  “all  the  consequences” 
which  a  “No”  in  the  referendum  would  entail!^®  The  result  is  well- 
known:  except  for  Guinea,  all  the  African  territories  and  Madagascar 
assented  to  the  constitution  of  the  Fifth  Republic  and  thereby  chose 
entry  into  the  Gommunaute. 

The  road  leading  from  the  preliminary  government  proposal  to  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  the  constitution  shows  how  difficult  Gaullist  France  found 
it  to  accept  the  African  territories’  right  to  self-determination  or  the 
possibility  of  their  leaving  the  French  association  of  states.  At  first  the 
referendum  was  primarily  a  skilful  move,  proclaiming  the  “voluntary” 
nature  of  entry  into  the  Gommunaute  and  at  the  same  time  exerting 
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massive  pressure  for  permanent  integration.  France  only  reluctantly  ad¬ 
mitted  the  possibility  of  a  change  of  status.  Criticism  of  the  French 
Union,  attempts  at  revising  it,  the  Loi  Cadre  and  the  discussion  during 
1957“^95^>  had  paved  the  way  to  the  Communaut6,  but  it  was  the 
1958  coup  d’etat  that  gave  France  the  real  opportunity  to  revise  the 
constitution  in  such  a  way  that  the  African  nationalists  also  agreed  to  it. 
De  Gaulle’s  enormous  prestige  in  Africa  was  an  important  factor  in  this 
agreement. 

Title  XII  of  the  new  constitution  and  the  decree  of  19  December 
established  the  institutional  bases  of  the  Communaute.^e  The  territorial 
assemblies  must  first  decide  on  their  status  (department,  territory  in  the 
accepted  sense,  or  member  state);  as  was  to  be  expected,  they  decided 
in  favour  of  the  third.  Subsequently  they  eould  work  out  their  own 
constitutions  and  withdraw  from  the  legislative  sphere  of  the  metropolis. 
Internal  autonomy  was  now  total,  the  overseas  ministry  vanished,  the 
former  “state  services”  were  transferred  to  the  Communaut6,  at  the  head 
of  which  stood  the  president  of  the  Republic,  General  de  Gaulle.  He 
had  the  role  of  “arbiter”  in  a  community  of  equal  members.  A  senate 
(180  representatives  for  the  metropolis  and  Algeria,  114  for  overseas) 
served  as  the  legislature,  but  had  only  advisory  powers,  while  the  presi¬ 
dents  of  the  member  states  formed  the  exeeutive  eouneil.  The  metropolitan 
ministers  also  acted  as  ministers  of  the  Communaute,  but  they  were 
responsible  to  the  Freneh  parliament. 

In  effeet  the  Communaute  was  “more  than  a  federation,  less  than  a 
federal  state”.^^  It  proclaimed  the  principle  of  equal  rights  and  postu¬ 
lated  a  common  policy  in  the  responsibilities  “delegated”  to  it  by  the 
Afriean  member  states.  The  African  states  now  had  full  internal  autonomy, 
but  the  metropolis  still  decided— in  praetice  if  not  legally — on  foreign 
policy,  defence,  economic  planning,  raw  materials  policy,  etc.  This  in¬ 
equality  of  the  partners  was  inevitable  beeause  France,  for  understandable 
reasons,  was  not  prepared  to  surrender  its  control  of  foreign  policy  by 
transferring  it  to  a  body  such  as  the  executive  council— quite  apart  from 
the  fact  that  the  president  of  the  Communaute  was,  after  all.  General 
de  Gaulle! 

France  interpreted  the  positive  results  of  the  referendum  as  a  permanent 
settlement.  The  new  institutionalized  Community  appeared  to  be  based 
on  the  free  assent  of  the  member  states;  at  the  same  time  the  financial 
aid  it  granted  gave  Paris  a  tool  for  making  secession  movements  seem 
unfeasible.  The  senate  never  really  obtained  any  influence  of  its  own, 
but  the  executive  council  met  several  times  in  1959  and  made  some 
remarkable  decisions:  French  became  the  accepted  official  language,  the 
Marseillaise  became  the  national  anthem  and  the  tricolour  was  declared 
the  flag  of  all  the  member  states.  It  created  a  “Nationality  of  the  French 
Republic  and  the  Communaute”  and  prepared  a  common  budget.  The 
diplomatic  service  and  the  army  were  to  be  reorganized  under  the  con- 
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trol  of  the  Communaute,  and  a  secretariat-general  was  to  serve  as 
coordinating  board.^®  Now  the  lawyers  could  begin  to  interpret  the 
articles  of  the  constitution! 

Once  again  the  old  difficulty  of  allegedly  federal  institutions  arose. 
The  metropolis  would  not  surrender  its  sovereignty,  while  the  African 
states  strove  for  a  share  in  overall  policy-making  and  felt  slighted.  For 
instance,  now,  unlike  in  the  Fourth  Republic,  no  Africans  sat  in  the 
French  Cabinet,  although  French  ministers  could  act  as  executive  organs 
of  the  Communaute!  The  administration  remained  on  the  defensive, 
and  no  genuine  Franco- African  diplomatic  service  ever  came  into  being. 
The  organs  of  economic  aid,  like  the  individual  French  ministers,  com¬ 
municated  directly  with  the  African  states,  thereby  increasing  the  im¬ 
pression  that  they  continued  to  be  directed  from  Paris. 

Other  factors  also  spoke  against  the  permanence  of  the  Communaute. 
Paris  replied  to  Guinea’s  choice  of  independence  by  immediately  with¬ 
drawing  its  administrative  organs  and  cancelling  its  financial  aid;  this 
step  was  meant  to  dissuade  other  states  from  following  Sekou  Toure  and 
was  taken  in  the  expectation  that  the  small,  weak  country  would  prove 
unable  to  survive.^®  Instead  Guinea  received  help  from  other  quarters 
and  managed  to  cope:  the  fact  that  Sekou  Toure  could  appear  before 
the  U.N.  and  was  officially  received  by  the  president  of  the  United 
States  was  a  direct  challenge  to  other  African  leaders.  On  1  January 
i960  de  Gaulle  had  to  grant  the  trusteeship  territories  Togo  and  Cam- 
eroun  full  independence  without  suspending  technical  and  financial  aid. 
So  the  special  position  in  international  law  of  the  former  League  of 
Nations  mandated  state  created  a  precedent  that  speeded  up  the  dis¬ 
integration  of  the  Communaute. 

The  Senegalese  were  particularly  eager  to  follow  the  new  road.  On  1 
October  1958  Senghor  had  described  the  Communaute  as  merely  a  pre¬ 
liminary  stage  on  the  way  to  full  independence.  The  British  Common¬ 
wealth  had  become  a  model  for  the  desired  combination  of  external 
sovereignty  and  close  collaboration.^®  The  initiative  came  from  the 
newly-founded  Mali  Federation  (Senegal  and  Sudan).  In  autumn  1959, 
these  two  member  states  requested  full  independence  but  without,  as 
Article  86  of  the  constitution  decreed,  leaving  the  Communaute.  Paris 
made  its  disappointment  plain,  but  de  Gaulle  proved  willing  to  adjust 
to  the  new  situation.  The  desire  for  independence  had  become  too  strong 
and  must  be  taken  into  account  as  a  psychological  factor,  he  declared 
at  a  press  conference  on  10  November  1959.  He  let  it  be  seen  that 
France  was  willing  to  eontinue  granting  aid,  thereby  dissociating  him¬ 
self  both  from  the  conservatives  who,  he  asserted,  would  not  recognize 
the  signs  of  the  times,  and  from  the  theories  of  the  Cartierists,  who,  he 
said,  were  prepared  to  promote  the  secession  of  the  former  colonies.®^ 
At  a  meeting  of  the  exeeutive  council  in  Saint-Louis,  de  Gaulle  declared 
himself  prepared  to  negotiate,  to  the  great  surprise  of  many  African 
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and  French  politicians.^s  In  Dakar  on  13  December  he  stressed  Mali’s 
right  to  “international  sovereignty”,  which  it  would  attain  “with  the  agree¬ 
ment  and  the  aid  of  France”.^^  Now  de  Gaulle  had  granted  what 
Sekou  Toure  had  demanded  in  vain  a  year  before,  avoiding  the  terms 
of  the  constitution  which  did  not  provide  for  independence  within  the 
Communaute— precisely  because  de  Gaulle  himself  had  managed  to  pre¬ 
vent  any  such  resolutions  !“■*  The  treaties  between  France  and  Mali 
were  signed  in  April  i960.  These  were  now  bilateral  agreements  between 
two  sovereign  states  who  agreed  to  “voluntary  co-operation”.  The  president 
of  the  Republic  was  recognized  as  head  of  the  “renovated  Gommunity”; 
the  heads  of  state  were  to  meet  for  periodic  consultation.  So  France 
had  practically  arrived  at  the  status  of  Gommonwealth. 

It  was  predictable  that  other  states  would  follow  Mali’s  example. 
In  i960,  Madagascar  and  the  four  states  of  former  French  Equatorial 
Africa  became  independent,  and  members  of  the  U.N.  Houphouet- 
Boigny,  president  of  the  Ivory  Goast  and  Senghor’s  opponent,  was  ir¬ 
ritated  by  de  Gaulle’s  compliance  and  now  proclaimed  his  desire  for 
independence,  forcing  Paris  into  bilateral  “co-operation  agreements”  which 
did  not  even  mention  the  Gommunaute.  The  “renovated  Gommunity,” 
proved  to  be  a  chimera  in  institutional  terms.  All  that  remained  was 
“co-operation”,  i.e.  the  extensive  technical  and  financial  aid  which  France 
was  and  still  is  prepared  to  continue  granting  to  the  now  independent 
states,  in  contradiction  to  earlier  declarations.  Financial  aid  proved  inef¬ 
fectual  in  preventing  decolonization,  but  served  to  maintain  French 
presence  in  Africa  in  the  post-colonial  era. 

Like  Great  Britain,  France  also  managed  to  accept  concept  of  de¬ 
colonization  once  it  had  taken  place  and  incorporate  into  it  the  national 
consciousness.  The  peaceful  withdrawal  from  Black  Africa  was  now  inter¬ 
preted  as  evidence  of  the  liberal  attitude  that  had  always  characterized 
French  colonial  policy.  In  fact  decolonization  had  by  no  means  pro¬ 
ceeded  according  to  original  plans.  The  “Commonwealth”  was  inherent 
in  the  British  concept,  but  not  in  the  French.  To  the  last,  Paris  had 
refused  to  accept  the  British  procedure  as  a  model.  France  was  resolved 
to  go  its  own  way  and  not  even  to  agree  to  gradual  self-government  or 
to  the  possibility  of  future  independence.  It  was  prepared  to  relax  and 
reorganize  the  structure  of  colonial  rule,  but  not  to  shatter  the  in¬ 
stitutional  framework  embracing  the  metropolis  and  the  former  colonies. 
This  attitude  was  at  the  root  of  the  Brazzaville  conference  and  the  1946 
constitution,  of  the  Loi  Cadre  and  of  the  1958  Communaute.  One  could 
describe  it  as  the  “connecting  thread”  running  through  French  decoloniza¬ 
tion.  The  old  image  of  a  “France  of  a  hundred  million  inhabitants  ’ 
remained  alive  until  the  end.  Decolonization  was  to  be  made  possible 
without  breaking  up  the  whole.  The  grant  of  administrative  autonomy, 
together  with  citizenship,  franchise  and  representation  in  parliament, 
indicates  a  kind  of  compromise  which  was  meant  to  answer  both  the 
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nationalists’  desire  for  emancipation  and  the  “vital”  interests  of  the 
mother  country. 

In  effect  the  Loi  Cadre  and  the  Communaut(5  meant  that  France  had 
finally  given  up  the  idea  of  integration,  but  not  the  hope  of  creating 
an  institutional  unit  out  of  the  former  Empire.  The  concept  of  associa¬ 
tion  current  before  1939  was  replaced  by  that  of  federation  after  the 
Second  World  War,  in  order  to  postulate  a  lasting  association  between 
metropolis  and  overseas  territories.  But  it  soon  became  clear  that  France 
could  tolerate  only  an  “unreal”  federation;  the  inequality  of  the  partners 
was  all  too  obvious,  and  even  more  important,  “genuine”  federation 
would  have  meant  transferring  sovereignty  to  the  common  councils  and 
thus  the  failure  of  precisely  what  France  hoped  to  achieve.  So  although 
the  French  Union  and  the  Communaute  had  some  value  as  transitional 
solutions,  neither  could  be  a  final  reply  to  the  demand  of  the  former 
colonial  peoples.  Paris  closed  its  mind  to  this  insight  to  the  last;  never¬ 
theless  the  institutional  ties  were  gradually  loosened  in  such  a  way  that 
the  transition  to  an  “informal  Commonwealth”  could  take  place  without 
leading  to  a  break.  This  process  had  not  been  proclaimed  as  the  aim  of 
French  colonial  policy,  as  it  had  in  the  British  case,  or  as  the  conclusion 
of  a  laborious  process  of  emancipation  planned  in  advance  by  the 
metropolis,  and  France  continued  to  hope  it  could  check  it  or  guide  it 
into  other  channels.  Those  African  states  that  are  as  yet  scarcely  capable 
of  surviving  alone  continue  to  have  close  ties  with  France,  French 
civilization  continues  to  be  the  “cultural  home”  of  many  evolues  and 
the  attempts  at  assimilation  of  earlier  decades  continue  to  bear  fruit; 
yet  it  would  be  futile  to  search  for  a  sense  of  unity  as  it  is  found  in  the 
concept  of  the  Commonwealth.  This  lack  of  unity  made  it  easier  for 
France  to  adapt  to  the  international  political  situation  of  the  post-colonial 
era  and  not  be  tempted  to  take  positions  based  on  sentiment;  but  it  is 
paradoxical,  although  explicable,  that  France  continued  to  the  last  to 
cling  to  the  “indissoluble  unity”  of  the  metropolis  and  the  overseas  ter¬ 
ritories. 


FROM  ALGERIE  FRANgAISE  TO  THE  RfiPUBLIQUE 

ALGfiRIENNE 


We  have  already  seen  the  problems  of  decolonization  in  Algeria.  The 
country  had  long  belonged  to  the  national  territory  of  France  in  more 
than  merely  legal  terms;  it  was  not  a  colony,  it  was  governed  by  the 
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ministry  of  the  interior,  and  it  was  felt  to  be  an  integral  part  of  the 
mother  country.  In  such  a  country  gradual  integration  and  assimilation 
at  first  seemed  the  only  possible  path — in  the  sense  of  giving  political 
equality  to  the  Muslim  inhabitants  within  France.  The  attempts  at 
reform  between  the  wars,  and  especially  the  Blum-Viollette  project,  had 
aimed  in  this  direction,  but  had  not  come  to  anything.  Free  France 
under  de  Gaulle  adopted  the  same  policy  and  by  the  decree  of  7  March 
1944  granted  certain  categories  of  Muslims  full  French  citizenship  with¬ 
out  renunciation  of  their  personal  status. 

In  the  meantime,  however,  the  Algerian  emancipation  movement  had 
finally  dissociated  itself  from  all  ideas  of  assimilation  or  integration  and 
demanded  self-government.  Surprisingly  enough  it  was  Ferhat  Abbas, 
who  in  the  1930s  had  still  counted  as  spokesman  for  the  Algerian 
evolues’  readiness  to  accept  assimilation,  who  was  the  author  of  the 
Algerian  manifesto  of  February  1943.  The  manifesto  resolutely  opposed 
integration  and  demanded  the  formation  of  an  Algerian  state  that  would 
be  associated  with  France  but  would  have  internal  autonomy  and  rest 
on  the  sovereign  rights  of  the  Algerian  people.  This  threatened  the 
predominance  of  the  French  settlers,  for  an  Algerian  state,  whether 
based  on  consistent  integration  or  autonomous  and  based  on  democratic 
franchise,  would  mean  that  the  minority  of  French  Algerians  would  be 
“swamped”  by  the  Muslim  population  and  would  obviously  lose  its 
privileged  position.  So  from  the  start,  Paris  was  caught  between  the 
totally  unreconcilable  demands  of  the  nationalists  and  settlers.  This  be¬ 
came  clear  after  the  decree  of  7  March  was  rejected  by  the  French 
Algerians  as  a  threat  to  the  “French  element”  and  a  dangerous  conces¬ 
sion,^  and  by  the  Muslims  as  an  inadequate  and  integrationist  reform 
which  was  not  related  to  the  demand  for  nationhood.  In  the  following 
years  no  solution  was  found  to  this  dilemma  and  the  Fourth  Republic 
finally  came  to  grief  over  the  struggle. 

Since  the  new  institutional  order  of  Algeria  was  the  responsibility  of 
the  National  Assembly,  the  provisional  government  had  to  begin  by 
confining  itself  to  social,  economic  and  administrative  reforms.^  Governor- 
General  Chataigneau,  who  had  worked  on  the  Blum-Viollette  plan,  made 
active  efforts  to  promote  Muslim  agriculture,  raised  the  wages  of  the 
Algerian  workers  and  initiated  a  programme  of  industrialization.  He 
devoted  particular  attention  to  education,  which  was  still  quite  inad¬ 
equate.®  In  September  1945  the  financial  delegations  were  replaced  by 
the  financial  assemblies  (twenty-two  Europeans  and  fifteen  Muslims), 
and  Algerians  were  appointed  senior  offieials.  The  governor-general  was 
aiming  at  an  Algerian  assembly  without  a  double  electoral  college  in 
which,  by  a  gradually  extended  franchise,  the  balance  of  power  could 
slowly  shift  from  the  Europeans  to  the  Muslims.^  This  was  a  challenge 
to  the  French  Algerians  and  in  February  1948,  with  the  help  of  Rene 
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Mayer,  the  Radical  Socialist  deputy  from  Constantine  and  later  prime 
minister,  Chataigneau  was  removed. 

Tlie  constituent  assemblies  paid  only  incidental  attention  to  Algeria. 
Earlier  on  (cf.  p.  382)  we  contrasted  the  attitude  of  the  Muslim  deputies 
who  belonged  to  the  "Elus”  group  under  Dr  Bendjelloul  in  the  first 
constituent  assembly,  with  Ferhat  Abbas’  Amis  du  Manifeste  et  de  la 
liberty  in  the  second.  Correspondingly,  their  demands  were  diametrically 
opposed.  Bendjelloul  aimed  at  assimilation  and  full  equal  rights  for  the 
Algerians:  citizenship  with  personal  status,  a  single  college  for  all  elec¬ 
tions,  abolition  of  discriminatory  rules,  removal  of  the  governor-general 
and  the  mixed  communes,  approximation  of  the  Algerian  administration 
to  that  of  the  mother  country.®  In  striking  contrast  to  this,  Ferhat  Abbas 
and  the  second  assembly  followed  the  Algerian  manifesto  and  the  slogan 
“neither  assimilation,  nor  new  masters,  nor  separatism”,  demanding 
an  autonomous  Algerian  republic  with  its  own  parliament,  its  own  govern¬ 
ment  and  even  its  own  flag.®  Although  Ferhat  Abbas  promised  loyalty  to 
France  and,  at  first  at  least,  agreed  to  remain  within  the  French  Union, 
this  claim  to  sovereignty  and  allegiance  to  Algeria  as  the  “fatherland”  of 
the  Muslims  outside  France  provoked  a  storm  of  resentment  and  opened 
the  Algerian  deputies  to  the  suspicion  of  “separatism”  and  high  treason. 
In  faet  the  theses  of  Bendjelloul  and  Ferhat  Abbas,  although  mutually  op¬ 
posed,  corresponded  to  the  only  two  methods  of  decolonization  that 
would  have  been  in  line  with  the  concept  of  the  French  Union:  either 
full  integration  on  the  model  of  the  vieilles  colonies,  and  consequently 
equal  civil  rights  for  Europeans  and  Muslims,  or  recognition  of  the 
sovereignty  of  the  “colony”  as  had  happened  with  the  North  African 
protectorates  and  Indoehina,  together  with  a  federal  alliance  as  associated 
states.  Because  they  had  to  a  certain  extent  taken  France  at  its  word,  the 
two  wings  of  the  Algerian  national  movement  presented  a  grave  alterna¬ 
tive:  either  Algeria  was  an  integral  part  of  the  Republic,  or,  with  regard  to 
its  Muslim  people,  it  was  a  special  territory  which  could  not  be  fully  in¬ 
tegrated  like  the  vieilles  colonies — in  which  case  the  category  of  associated 
the  state  seemed  to  apply. 

But  in  1946  France  was  not  prepared  to  accept  either  of  these  in¬ 
herently  logical  “solutions”  both  of  which,  in  fact,  were  bound  up  with 
very  grave  implications.  Full  integration  with  proportional  representation 
in  parliament  would  have  turned  the  metropolis  into  “a  colony  of  its 
colonies”  and  the  recognition  of  an  autonomous  Algerian  state  would 
have  opened  the  way  to  secession.  Each  alternative  threatened  both  the 
power  of  the  settlers  and,  directly  or  indirectly,  “French  sovereignty”. 
Naturally  it  was  not  only  the  French  Algerians  but  also  the  colonialist 
Right  in  the  mother  country  that  opposed  the  Algerian  demands.  For 
instance,  on  14  February  1946  the  “Comite  de  I’Empire  frangais”  ad¬ 
dressed  a  letter  to  the  government  pointing  to  the  “anxiety”  of  the 
French  population  in  Algeria  which  was  threatened,  as  a  minority,  with 
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being  “fatally  submerged  by  the  successive  waves  of  new  electors"  and 
had  the  feeling  “of  being  abandoned  by  metropolitan  opinion"/  On  30 
March  Rene  Moreux,  chief  editor  of  Marches  coloniaux,  turned  against 
Bendjelloul’s  demands  for  integration®  and  on  13  July  he  opposed  Ferhat 
Abbas,  saying  that  general  franchise  without  a  double  electoral  college  in 
an  Algerian  parliament  would  put  the  seventeen  European  deputies  at 
the  mercy  of  the  137  Muslims:  “this  we  shall  never  accept,  even  as  a 
distant  possibility.  Tliere  must  be  no  doubt  on  this."®  The  Left  dis¬ 
sociated  itself  from  these  colonialist  views  and  gave  some  support  to  the 
demands  of  the  Algerian  deputies,  but  it  could  not  but  realize  the  com¬ 
plexity  of  the  situation  and  was  by  no  means  prepared  to  encourage  a 
consistent  process  of  decolonization.  For  this  would  not  only  drive  the 
French  inhabitants  into  a  difficult  position,  but  beyond  this  would  also 
place  before  the  mother  country  the  grave  decision  of  either  being 
“governed"  by  Muslim  deputies  or  having  to  agree  to  the  future  seces¬ 
sion  of  a  part  of  the  national  territory. 

We  cannot  describe  in  detail  here  the  origins  of  the  1947  Algerian 
statute.^®  Since  both  Ferhat  Abbas’  party  and  Bendjelloul’s  Federation 
des  elus  were  now  striving  for  an  autonomous  Algeria,  even  the  Socialists 
began  to  give  up  their  previous  assimilatory  policy.  Algeria  was  now  to 
receive  its  own  body  of  laws  and  a  kind  of  parliament,  but  without  for¬ 
feiting  its  representation  in  the  National  Assembly.  The  laws  of  the 
mother  country  were  to  continue  to  be  valid  for  Algeria  under  certain 
conditions;  double  electoral  colleges  were  foreseen.^^  The  government 
project  followed  the  Socialist  proposals  and  was  even  changed  in  the 
Socialists’  favour  by  a  department  of  the  interior  that  had  a  small  majority 
of  Communist,  Socialist  and  Muslim  deputies.  Naturally  the  French 
Algerians  and  the  parties  of  the  Right  opposed  it.  A  remarkable  shift  of 
fronts  occurred,  for  now  it  was  the  French  Algerians  who  wanted  as  little 
autonomy  as  possible.  They  not  only  rejected  the  concept  of  a  “statute" 
as  such  but  even  wanted  to  restrict  the  powers  of  the  Algerian  assembly 
to  mere  deliberation  on  the  budget,  thereby  largely  depoliticizing  it. 
Obviously  they  assumed  that  even  with  parity  representation  the  settlers 
would  no  longer  be  able  to  assert  their  interests  and  that  it  would 
therefore  be  better  to  hand  over  responsibility  to  the  mother  country’s 
parliament!  For  the  rest,  they  were  chiefly  interested  in  the  constitution 
of  the  electoral  colleges.  Now  only  Europeans  were  to  be  permitted  to 
vote  in  the  first  electoral  college  in  order  to  prevent  a  gradual  “invasion" 
and  coalition  of  the  Muslims  in  both  colleges;  in  addition  the  Right 
demanded  a  two-thirds  majority  in  the  Algerian  assembly,  which  would 
give  the  settlers  a  kind  of  veto.  The  Ramadier  government,  which  had 
to  rely  on  the  support  of  the  radicals  after  the  elimination  of  the  Com¬ 
munists,  had  to  give  in  on  this  in  order  to  make  it  at  all  possible  to  carry 
through  and  to  accept  the  two-thirds  majority  clause.  TTie  statute  was 
approved  on  27  August  by  320  to  88  votes  (including  deputies  from 
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the  bourgeois  Right  such  as  Pinay,  Laniel,  Reynaud)  with  186  abstentions 
(including  the  Communists)  and  came  into  force  on  20  September. 

The  Algerian  statute  was  intended  to  be  a  compromise  between  full 
integration  and  genuine  autonomy;  in  fact  it  was  not  very  different  from 
the  existing  order,  Algeria,  as  a  group  of  overseas  departments,  remained 
a  part  of  the  one  and  indivisible  Republic  and  could  therefore  have 
neither  legislative  power  nor  its  own  government.  The  governor-general 
appointed  by  Paris  exercised  executive  power.  The  Algerian  assembly 
was  superficially  different  from  the  financial  delegations  but  it  had 
equally  small  powers.  The  settlers  were  allowed  the  double  electoral 
college,  parity  representation  and  the  two-thirds  majority  clause.  Nor 
did  the  much  disputed  statute  fulfil  its  expected  role,  for  Governor- 
general  Naegelen  began  to  systematically  influence  the  elections  and 
openly  tampered  with  the  votes  after  the  nationalists  gained  a  clear 
victory  in  the  communal  elections  and  launched  a  campaign  of  in¬ 
timidation  in  the  elections  to  the  Algerian  assembly.  The  Muslim  electoral 
college  thus  gained  a  considerable  majority  but  lost  representational 
power,  so  the  nationalists  had  even  more  incentive  to  embark  on  “extra- 
parliamentary”  opposition.  The  administration  and  the  settlers  showed 
little  interest  in  the  assembly,  which  developed  few  initiatives  of  its 
own  and  either  did  not  fulfil  the  duties  delegated  to  it  by  the  statute, 
such  as  settling  the  difficulties  between  religious  observance  and  the 
state,  the  organization  of  instruction  in  Arabic,  abolishment  of  the  mixed 
communes,  etc.  or  else  delayed  in  doing  so. 

Yet  France  thought  it  had  come  up  with  a  reformist  policy  for  Al¬ 
geria  and  began  to  turn  to  other  questions.  In  the  following  years 
overseas  issues  were  dominated  by  the  discussion  on  Indochina.  France 
contented  itself  with  “realization  of  the  statute”  and  postulated  a  com¬ 
munity  of  interests  between  European  and  Muslim  inhabitants  which 
was  coming  into  being  if  not  already  in  existence.  During  the  years 
1948-1954  the  Fourth  Republic  had  no  clear  concept  of  Algeria.  Mean¬ 
while  a  dangerous  polarization  of  political  forces  was  becoming  apparent; 
the  French  Algerians  and  Messali  Hadj’s  MTLD  (Mouvement  du  Tri- 
omphe  des  Libertes  Democratiques)  became  more  and  more  radically 
opposed.  A  rapid  increase  in  population  also  contributed  to  hastening 
proletarianization  or  Clochardization  (Germaine  Tillon)  in  the  towns 
and  in  the  country,  while  the  still  small  but  rapidly  growing  class  of 
educated  Muslims  had  little  chance  of  gaining  access  to  the  administration 
or  the  economy  and  therefore  became  increasingly  responsive  to  ex¬ 
tremist  slogans.  On  1  November  1954  a  small  secret  organization  that 
had  split  from  the  MTLD  instigated  the  rebellion. 

We  shall  not  describe  here  the  actual  fighting  or  the  different  Algerian 
policies  of  the  rapid  succession  of  governments.  The  Algerian  war  visibly 
aggravated  the  crisis  in  the  Fourth  Republic  and  the'  latter,  due  to  its 
lack  of  stable  and  active  minorities,  was  condemned  to  immobilism.12  in- 
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stead,  we  shall  turn  to  a  few  aspects  of  the  discussion  within  France,  in 
which  all  the  parties  took  part  with  increasing  intensity,  leading  to  com¬ 
parison  with  the  Dreyfus  affair. 

The  attitude  of  the  bourgeois  Right  was  relatively  unanimous  and 
clear.  In  1949  Roger  Duchet  had  assembled  the  numerous  groups  of 
“moderates"  into  a  disciplined  fraction  of  the  “Inddpendants  et  Paysans" 
whose  hundred  or  so  deputies  occupied  an  important  position  in  the 
parliamentary  power  structure.  Duchet’s  Pour  le  Sdut  public  once  again 
reflects  the  almost  unchanged  nationalism  of  the  traditional  Right  which, 
now  driven  onto  the  defensive,  opposed  any  policy  of  “surrender".  After 
the  defeat  in  Indochina  and  the  secession  of  Tunisia  and  Morocco, 
France  was  playing  out  its  last  card  as  an  overseas  power  in  Algeria;  any 
concessions  would  be  equivalent  to  a  “decline  of  France".  The  world 
seemed  to  be  in  league  against  France:  Nasser  and  international  Com¬ 
munism,  as  well  as  Britain  and  the  U.S.  were  trying,  thought  Duchet, 
to  drive  France  out  of  the  maghreb.  Behind  Algeria  lay  the  Sahara, 
“swollen  with  riches  .  .  .  which  will  make  us,  tomorrow,  a  great  modem 
power” With  its  back  to  the  wall,  France  must  now  fight  the  Algerian 
war  to  the  very  end,  while  at  the  same  time  taking  energetic  measures 
to  combat  the  treacherous  Communist  party  and  the  growing  defeatism 
at  home.  The  head  of  this  “party  of  defeat”  and  representative  of  the 
“intelligentsia  of  the  Left”  was  once  again  said  to  be  Mendes-France,  who 
was  “always  there  when  the  fatherland  is  being  humiliated”  Duchet 
interpreted  Prime  Minister  Mollet’s  tumultuous  reception  in  Algeria  on 
6  Febraary  1956  as  an  “upsurge  of  patriotism";  the  call  for  an  emergency 
government  and  a  “strong  man"  became  louder. 

The  attitude  of  the  Communist  party  was  also  relatively  clear.^®  Be¬ 
tween  1944  and  1947  it  had  to  be  cautious,  but  in  1954  it  could  express 
its  solidarity  with  the  NLF  (National  Liberation  Front),  protest  the  Al¬ 
gerian  war  and  demand  immediate  negotiations  with  the  “authentic  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  Algerian  nation".  Its  internal  political  stmcture,  quite 
apart  from  considerations  of  Soviet  foreign  policy,  forced  the  Communist 
party  to  be  rather  restrained,  however.  Since  they  did  not  want  to  be  com¬ 
pletely  isolated  and  did  want  to  promote  the  popular  front  movement, 
the  Communists  did  not  at  first  refuse  to  support  Mollet’s  government; 
in  March  1956  they  even  acknowledged  its  authority.  There  remained, 
however,  a  certain  distrust  of  the  Pan-Arabism  of  the  NLF  leaders,  and 
the  Communists  did  not  adopt  the  slogan  of  “independence”  until 
rather  late.  In  addition,  the  party  had  to  act  cautiously  because  of  the 
patriotism  of  the  French  workers,  particularly  since  relations  between 
Algerian  and  French  workers  remained  tense  and  the  violent  quarrel 
between  the  NLF  and  Messali  Hadj’s  rival  party  made  it  difficult  to  adopt 
a  positive  attitude  towards  the  Algerian  rebels.  So  although  the  Com¬ 
munist  party  supported  the  NLF,  it  was  careful  not  to  gamble  with  the 
unity  and  security  of  its  own  organization. 
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By  contrast,  the  left-wing  intellectuals  committed  themselves  resolutely. 
The  “Algerian  people”  were  rising  against  its  capitalist  exploiters,  they 
said.  Slogans  such  as  assimilation  and  integration  had  proved  to  be 
systematic  deceptions;  “to  this  violence  the  only  reply  could  be  violence, 
and  Algerians  have  taken  up  arms”.^®  The  existence  of  a  million  French¬ 
men  on  Algerian  soil  did  not  have  to  be  taken  into  account;  since  those 
colonialists  were  identified  with  the  system  of  exploitation  it  seemed 
justified  to  employ  revolutionary  measures  to  overthrow  them.  Colonial 
methods  of  repression,  particularly  the  use  of  torture,  naturally  played  a 
very  important  psychological  role  in  the  discussion;  apart  from  effects  on 
the  left  wing,  these  methods  also  provoked  a  more  general  examination 
of  conscience,  reflected  in  a  flood  of  reports  and  discussions  on  the 
problems  of  violence  and  terrorism.  By  contrast  the  terrorism  of  the  NLF 
was  either  glossed  over  or  legitimized  as  a  weapon  in  the  revolution  of 
the  oppressed.  Jean  Paul  Sartre  openly  admitted  his  approval  of  terrorism 
on  the  part  of  the  rebels. 

It  was  difficult  for  the  Radical  Socialists  and  the  Socialists  to  give  a 
satisfactory  answer  to  the  challenge  presented  by  the  Algerian  war. 
Former  positions  proved  outdated  and  the  Socialists  were  accused  of 
betraying  the  proletariat  and  serving  as  a  tool  of  the  fascists.  Both 
parties  were  seeking  a  compromise,  hesitated,  and  were  finally  weakened 
by  internal  disputes. 

When  the  rebellion  broke  out  Mendes-France  was  prime  minister, 
Frangois  Mitterand  minister  of  the  interior.  Their  first  reactions  are  well- 
known.  On  5  November  Mitterand  distinguished  between  the  North 
African  protectorates  and  Algeria,  saying  that  one  could  and  must  negotiate 
with  the  Tunisian  and  Moroccan  nationalists,  but  with  the  rebels  in 
Algeria  “the  only  negotiation  is  war.  Algeria  is  France;  from  Flanders  to 
the  Congo  [there  is]  only  one  law,  only  one  nation,  only  one  Parlia¬ 
ment”.^'^  Mendes-France  spoke  equally  plainly  on  12  November: 

One  does  not  compromise  when  it  is  a  question  of  defending  the  internal 
peace  of  the  nation,  the  unity  and  the  integrity  of  the  Republic.  The 
departments  of  Algeria  form  a  part  of  the  French  Republic.  They  have 
been  French  since  long  ago  and  in  an  irrevocable  manner.  .  .  .  Never  will 
France,  or  any  French  Government  or  Parliament,  whatever  their  other 
particular  tendencies,  give  way  on  this  fundamental  principle.^® 

This  was  unmistakable.  By  confirming  that  Algeria  had  the  status  of  an 
indivisible  part  of  the  national  territory  and  by  denying  the  existence  of 
Algerian  nationalism  (which  provoked  the  North  Africa  specialist  C.  A. 
Julien  to  protest),^®  he  excluded  the  possibility  of  negotiating  with  the 
rebels  and  adopted  a  policy  of  suppression.  As  reformers,  Mendes-France 
and  Mitterand  were  concerned  with  “winning  back”  the  Muslim  in- 
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habitants  by  other  means.  They  had  already  postulated  various  measures 
before  i  November,  such  as  free  elections  according  to  the  Algeria  statute, 
Muslim  access  to  the  civil  service,  numerous  administrative  reforms, 
energetic  measures  in  the  economic  and  social  field.^o  It  seemed  vital  to 
bring  about  a  change  in  the  mentality  of  the  mother  country  if  former 
promises  were  to  sound  convincing.  VExpress,  which  stood  close  to 
Mend^s-France,  wrote  on  13  November: 

There  is  still  some  chance  of  making  the  European  and  Muslim  peoples  in 
Algeria  into  a  French  community.  If  one  proclaims  “French  Algeria”,  one 
must  not  treat  the  French  Muslims  as  Muslims  when  it  is  a  question  of 
their  rights  and  as  Frenchmen  when  it  is  a  question  of  their  duties. 
.  .  .  Either  one  will  give  its  whole  content  to  the  title  of  French  citizen 
granted  to  the  natives  and  will  facilitate  their  access  to  political  re¬ 
sponsibilities  and  public  offices.  Or  they  will  seek  independence.  .  . 

Unlike  the  French  Algerians  and  the  right-wing  parties  in  the  mother 
country  which  were  mainly  concerned  with  the  restoration  of  “order”, 
Mendes-France  thought  it  necessary  to  introduce  military,  political  and 
economic  reforms  at  the  same  time,  and  he  proclaimed  integration  as 
the  aim  of  the  reform  policy.  People  had  in  fact  become  aware  of  the 
vagueness  of  this  concept,  and  later  a  special  committee  was  even  set  up 
to  define  it  but  obviously  no  other  was  available  if  one  excluded  the 
possibility  of  an  autonomous  Algerian  state.  Administrative  decentraliza¬ 
tion  could  be  granted  as  promised  in  the  statute,  but  the  primary  concern 
had  to  be  to  follow  a  consistent  policy  of  assimilating  the  two  com¬ 
munities,  which  did  not  preclude  helping  the  Muslims  in  education,  the 
use  of  the  Arabic  language,  etc.  Such  a  policy,  if  at  all  possible,  could 
bear  fruit  very  slowly  at  best.  Was  it  still  possible  after  the  outbreak  of 
rebellion  and  in  face  of  the  open  or  tacit  resistance  of  the  French 
Algerians? 

Jacques  Soustelle,  whom  Mendes-France  had  appointed  governor-general 
in  January  1955,  became  the  chief  exponent  of  integration,  Soustelle 
had  belonged  to  the  intellectual  Left  between  the  wars,  joined  de 
Gaulle  in  1940  and  after  1946  became  the  leader  of  the  Gaullist  party; 
he  is  difficult  to  classify  according  to  the  traditional  categories  of  Right 
and  Left  and  should  perhaps  be  considered  primarily  a  nationalist.  He 
had  violently  attacked  government  inactivity  in  UExpress  and  had  sup¬ 
ported  reforms,  thus  inciting  the  settlers’  distrust.^^  In  a  memorandum 
on  7  January,  towards  the  end  of  his  tenure  of  office,  he  described  the 
integration,  which  Mendes-France’s  successor  Edgar  Faure  declared  as 
the  government  programme.^^  He  wanted  Algeria  to  keep  its  originality, 
but  only  as  a  province  of  France.  The  governor-general  should  be  re¬ 
moved  and  the  Algerian  assembly  dissolved.  Universal  and  equal  franchise, 
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and  particularly  the  single  college,  would  equate  the  Muslim  people 
with  the  Europeans  and  ensure  a  strong  representation  in  parliament.^®  In 
effect,  this  was  a  more  consistent  form  of  integration  than  had  ever  been 
postulated  by  the  Left,  since  it  abolished  the  former  privileged  position 
of  the  Europeans  and  equated  the  Algerian  Muslims  with  the  metropolitan 
French.  Moreover,  this  version  of  French  Algeria  reconciled  Soustelle’s 
nationalism  with  his  reformism  and  made  it  possible  both  to  oppose  the 
adherents  of  the  status  quo  and  to  combat  any  policy  of  “surrender”. 

Initially  the  French  Algerians  resisted  Soustelle’s  reform  plans.  “The 
announcement  of  reforms  gives  the  greatest  hopes  to  the  agitators”,  de¬ 
clared  General  Aumeran,  the  deputy  of  Algiers.  At  the  same  time,  how¬ 
ever,  the  governor-general  was  confronted  with  “Algerian  reality”  and 
under  pressure  of  the  NLF  massacres  he  had  to  undertake  repressive 
measures.  Since  even  the  moderate  Algerian  nationalists,  again  influenced 
by  NLF  terrorism,  rejected  integration,  Soustelle  with  his  policy  of 
“French  Algeria”  tended  more  and  more  to  become  a  spokesman  for  the 
settlers,  who  now  also  took  up  the  slogan  of  integration  as  an  alternative 
to  negotiation.  Meanwhile  the  paths  of  Mendes-France  and  Soustelle 
had  split.  Supporters  of  Mendes-France,  particularly  UExpress,  gave  up 
the  concept  of  integration  and  gradually  steered  towards  a  policy  of 
negotiation.  They  thought  a  “valid  interlocutor”  must  appear  after  free 
elections,  even  at  the  risk  that  nationalists  would  be  elected.  With  this 
spokesman  France  should  negotiate  further  procedure  and  the  new  order 
of  Algeria  within  an  as  yet  undefined  statute  of  autonomy.^®  “To  regain 
the  lost  confidence”  was  also  the  main  theme  of  a  Note  sur  L’Algerie 
in  February  1956.^^  Mendes-France  suggested  amnesty,  freedom  of  the 
press,  cleaning  up  the  official  machinery,  expropriation  of  large  land- 
holdings,  increase  of  Muslim  wages  and  the  grant  of  financial  aid,  in 
order  to  document  the  solidarity  of  interests  and  to  gain  the  “reciprocally 
necessary  co-operation”.  However,  the  decisive  question — whether  to  nego¬ 
tiate  with  the  NLF— remained  unanswered.  \\Tat  would  happen  if  the 
Algerians  sabotaged  the  elections  and  continued  to  demand  recognition 
of  an  independent  Algerian  state  as  a  sine  qua  non?  Was  Mendes- 
France  prepared  to  go  beyond  the  federative  plan  proposed  in  1956?^® 

This  also  outlines  the  problems  of  the  Socialists’  policy.  The  Front 
Republicain  had  won  the  elections  of  2  January  1956  with  proposals 
that  coincided  with  those  of  the  Mendesists.  The  party  wanted  to  end 
the  “stupid  and  inconclusive  war”  (Guy  Mollet)  and  was  supported  in 
this  by  Temoignage  chretien  and  France  Observateur,  yet  it  was  not 
prepared  to  ally  itself  with  the  extreme  Left,  fearing  lest  it  then  appear 
a  “party  of  surrender”.  The  SFIO  neither  accepted  the  right  to  seces¬ 
sion  and  the  NLF  as  the  sole  spokesman  for  the  Muslims,  nor  integration 
in  Soustelle’s  sense.  The  Socialists  continued  along  the  lines  of  their  inter¬ 
war  policy,  evaded  economic  and  social  problems  and  referred — on  the 
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whole  with  some  justification— to  the  diEculty  of  independence,  for 
even  independence  would  not  manage  to  solve  Algeria’s  problems.  Mol- 
let  declared  at  the  1957  party  congress: 


Independence  resolves  nothing  either  for  the  Europeans  swept  aside  by  a 
religious  state  or  for  the  Muslims  who  would  fall  under  the  direction  of  a 
feudal  dictatorship  [!]  ...  It  is  not  true  that  the  Socialists  have  pro¬ 
claimed  a  so-called  right  of  the  peoples  to  decide  their  own  fate  without 
reservation.  .  .  .  The  rights  of  the  Algerian  people  exist  in  the  measure 
[meaning  the  French  settlers].  .  .  .  The  only  problem  to  be  resolved  in 
Algeria  is  that  of  enabling  two  peoples  of  different  origins  to  coexist  without 
tearing  each  other  apart.29  [Similarly,  Mollet  said  in  his  investiture  speech 
31  January  1956:]  It  means  maintaining  and  reinforcing  the  indissoluble 
unity  between  Algeria  and  metropolitan  France.  ...  It  means  at  the 
same  time  recognizing  and  respecting  the  Algerian  personality  and  realizing 
the  total  political  equality  of  all  the  inhabitants  of  Algeria.^o 

Like  Mendes-France,  Mollet  demanded  really  free  elections  with  a  single 
college,  together  with  administrative  reforms  and  economic  aid,  in  order 
to  prepare  the  way  for  “discussion”  on  the  future  status  of  Algeria.  His 
aim  was  democratization;  the  country  was  to  receive  extended  autonomy, 
with  legislative  and  executive  powers  in  order  to  safeguard  the  “Algerian 
personality”,  i.e.  the  Muslim  inhabitants,  without  driving  out  the  settlers. 

Mollet’s  policy  after  6  February  and  the  attitude  of  his  minister  for 
Algeria,  Lacoste,  met  violent  criticism  within  the  Front  Republicain  and 
within  the  Socialist  party.  Mendes-France  left  the  government  and  found 
support  among  a  group  of  influential  Socialist  politicians  (Daniel  Mayer, 
Andr^  Philip,  Gaston  DeflFerre)  who  proposed  special  resolutions  at  the 
party  congresses  and  tried  to  force  the  prime  minister  of  their  own 
party  to  change  his  views.  Yet  they  were  unable  to  really  shake  Mollet’s 
leadership  and  were  eventually  excluded  from  the  party’s  leading  bodies.®^ 
The  dispute,  which  was  reflected  in  the  Revue  socialiste,^^  was  in  fact 
less  concerned  with  ultimate  aims®^  than  with  the  actual  and  much  more 
important  question  of  the  ways  and  means  of  bringing  the  bloody  war  to 
a  rapid  end.  When  and  with  whom  should  one  negotiate?  While  the 
internal  party  opposition  demanded  the  immediate  opening  of  negotia¬ 
tions,  hoping  that  this  would  persuade  representative  groups  of  Algerian 
nationalists,  if  not  the  militarily  weakened  NLF,  to  change  course  and 
make  it  possible  to  find  a  compromise  solution,  Mollet  and  Lacoste  in¬ 
sisted  on  armistice,  in  fact  on  the  capitulation  of  the  NLF,  before  begin¬ 
ning  political  negotiations.  In  addition,  on  6  February  Mollet  had  him¬ 
self  experienced  the  French  Algerians’  resolute  attitude  and  therefore 
thought  it  would  be  necessary  to  act  cautiously  and  leave  the  army  a 
more  or  less  free  hand  in  order  to  prevent  a  putsch.  The  subsequent 
governments,  who  had  to  rely  on  the  support  of  the  Right  in  parliament. 
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worked  on  similar  considerations.  Paris  became  more  and  more  dependent 
on  Algeria  and  ultimately  found  itself  unable  to  prevent  the  disaster  after 
all. 

France’s  attempt  to  decolonize  its  overseas  territory  within  its  own 
association  of  states  no  doubt  had  its  justification  in  the  case  of  Algeria. 
For  with  respect  to  the  settlers  no  other  way  seemed  conceivable,  nor 
was  any  other  way  discussed  except  by  the  Communists  and  a  few 
left-wing  intellectuals— and  even  they  slowly  adopted  different  positions. 
But  if  the  demand  for  independence  and  statehood  was  and  had  to 
remain  taboo,  the  only  alternative  was  full  integration,  which  was  con¬ 
ceived  in  its  most  consistent  form  by  Soustelle.  The  Socialists,  for  in¬ 
stance,  tried  to  find  a  compromise  by  proposing  an  Algerian  autonomy 
which  as  such  was  fully  democratic  but  would  let  Algeria  remain  within 
the  French  association  of  states.  It  is  impossible  to  say  whether  one  of 
these  “solutions”  would  have  managed,  if  applied  in  time,  to  check 
Algerian  nationalism.  One  way  or  another  the  European  minority  would 
have  felt  threatened.  In  1957-1958  France  was  finally  faced  with  the 
uncomfortable  alternative  of  either  continuing  the  war  with  full  force 
and  great  losses,  with  little  expectation  of  a  real  “victory”  and  very 
vague  if  not  false  hopes  of  saving  French  Algeria,  or  of  accepting  the 
possibility  of  an  independent  Algeria  in  the  no  less  vague  hope,  which 
later  proved  equally  false,  that  it  could  then  assure  the  interests  of  the 
French  settlers  by  means  of  bilateral  negotiations.  The  one  alternative 
stood  at  the  centre  of  the  discussion  and  had  the  support  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration,  the  French  Algerians  and  the  army.  The  other  was  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  group  round  Mend^s-France  and  a  few  dissident  Socialists, 
but  also  by  two  of  the  most  influential  French  political  writers:  Maurice 
Duverger  and  Raymond  Aron.  Neither  can  be  classified  in  traditional 
party  terminology  and  both  made  efforts  to  see  the  question  outside  its 
mere  French  perspective  and  to  set  it  within  an  international  framework. 

In  a  much-noted  article  in  Le  Monde  on  25  January  1957  Duverger 
began  with  the  example  of  England,  which  had  not  recognized  in  time 
the  emancipation  movements  in  its  American  colonies  in  the  eighteenth 
century  but  had  then  taken  this  lesson  to  heart  and  in  future  years  had 
granted  independence  within  the  framework  of  the  Commonwealth.  Indo¬ 
china  could  be  a  similar  lesson  to  France: 

The  question  is  not  of  knowing  whether  one  is  for  or  against  French 
Algeria  ...  it  is  a  question  of  knowing  whether  this  form  of  French 
Algeria  is  viable.  That  question  has  been  settled.  The  movement  for 
national  liberation  which  is  agitating  Africa  and  Asia  is  irrevocable.  The 
old  colonies  will  sooner  or  later  turn  into  national  States  .  .  .  the  only 
real  question  is  that  of  the  ties  which  these  new  States  will  maintain  with 
the  ex-metropoles. 
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France,  he  said,  had  to  decide  whether  to  maintain  outdated  structures 
for  a  few  more  years,  or  to  erect  new  ones  "within  the  framework  of  a 
French  Commonwealth”.  Public  opinion  was  not  yet  up  to  the  chal¬ 
lenge  of  “decolonization”  and  preferred,  he  said,  to  make  Russia,  Britain, 
Egypt,  etc.,  into  scapegoats  for  its  own  difficulties.  Numerous  disap¬ 
pointments  had  produced  an  inferiority  complex  which  was  now  ex¬ 
pressing  itself  in  rigid  nationalism.  Duverger  gave  no  further  details  of 
his  “solution”  and  turned  out  to  be  excessively  optimistic,  but  he  analysed 
French  reactions  correctly.  He  pressed  his  fellow-countrymen  to  become 
aware  of  the  world-wide  phenomenon  of  colonial  emancipation  which 
now  made  all  former  theories  obsolete.  The  well-known  national  econ¬ 
omist  of  the  Mendes-France  circle,  Alfred  Sauvy,  employed  similar  argu¬ 
ments.^^ 

Much  more  important  was  the  publication  in  June  1957  of  La  tragedie 
algerienne  by  Raymond  Aron.  With  characteristic  brilliance  Aron  ques¬ 
tioned  the  taboos,  theories  and  alleged  alternatives  of  the  former  Algerian 
policy.  He  believed  France  must  come  to  terms  with  the  idea  of  an 
Algerian  state.  In  demographic  terms  alone  integration  was  impossible, 
since  the  Muslim  population  was  increasing  rapidly  and  proportional 
representation  in  parliament  would  destroy  the  already  weak  regime— 
quite  apart  from  economic  and  social  problems.  “Independence”  had 
become  a  magic  word.  The  government  thesis  (truce  first,  then  free 
elections)  might  sound  liberal,  but  it  by-passed  the  real  problem,  for 
these  elections  would  probably  give  the  nationalists  a  majority.  Elections 
or  direct  negotiations,  autonomy  or  some  other  compromise — one  way  or 
another  they  would  all  lead  to  independence  since  no  other  way  out  was 
conceivable  now  that  Tunisia  and  Morocco  had  established  a  precedent. 
“The  ties  with  Algeria  are  not  indissoluble.  By  recognizing  the  Algerian 
personality,  one  ceases  to  exclude  an  Algerian  State.”^®  The  economic 
argument  was  not  convincing,  he  pointed  out,  for  France  could  get  over 
the  eventual  loss  of  the  Algerian  market  and  the  investment  funds  could 
be  used  inside  the  metropolis.  The  Netherlands  had  provided  an  example 
of  this  kind  of  economic  adaptation.  Naturally  Aron  was  aware  that  the 
real  problem  was  the  French  Algerians.  He  believed  that  a  certain  amount 
could  be  achieved  by  negotiation,  but  that  if  worst  came  to  worst  one 
would  have  to  resettle  the  European  inhabitants  at  state  costs.  Aron  did 
not  consider  Algeria  necessary  to  France’s  position  as  a  great  power; 

as  for  great  power,  France  no  longer  has  it,  can  no  longer  have  it.  .  .  .  It 

is  by  refusing  to  recognize  the  conditions  of  future  wealth,  of  future 

greatness,  that  the  French  risk  precipitating  their  decline.^® 

The  importance  of  this  book  lay  in  logic  with  which  Aron  shattered 
earlier  taboos,  and  above  all  in  the  fact  that  Aron,  who  was  not  a  com- 
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mitted  left-wing  intellectual  but  a  self-confessed  anti-Communist,  a  sociol¬ 
ogist  and  political  scientist  concerned  with  factual  arguments,  renounced 
the  idea  of  “indissoluble  ties”  with  Algeria  and  considered  the  recognition 
of  an  independent  Algerian  state  inevitable— not  out  of  sympathy  for 
the  NLF  or  in  the  name  of  a  revolutionary  ideology  but  as  a  logical  if 
painful  result  of  the  international  political  situation.  Aron  managed  to 
make  the  idea  of  “surrender”  admissible,  so  to  speak,  even  in  the  camp 
of  the  Right,  as  “Cartierism”  had  similarly  done  in  the  case  of  Black 
Africa. 

A  “Report  of  high  oflScials”,  which  reached  the  public  in  January 
1958,  also  showed  how,  over  the  years,  the  government's  repeated 
promises  that  military  pacification  was  in  its  final  stages,  lost  conviction 
and  independence  was  seen  as  the  only  alternative.®'^  The  report  said 
that  the  NLF  should  not  be  excluded  from  negotiations;  only  an  agree¬ 
ment  signed  by  this  extreme  radical  group  had  some  hope  of  survival. 
France  should  recognize  an  Algerian  state  and  the  “call  of  independence” 
and  perhaps  even  set  up  an  interim  government  of  Muslims,  French 
Algerians  and  representatives  of  France.  The  Europeans  in  Algeria  and 
the  Algerians  in  France  should  be  granted  dual  nationality,  while  a 
common  defence  organization  could  guarantee  primary  French  interests. 
A  number  of  professors  held  a  similar  attitude.®® 

Such  theses  necessarily  appeared  defeatist  and  treacherous  to  the  French 
Algerians  and  to  exponents  of  French  Algeria  in  the  mother  country. 
Jacques  Soustelle  replied  to  Aron  in  an  article,  “Le  drame  Algerien  et 
la  decadence  frangaise”,  whose  title  alone  indicates  the  nature  of  the 
attack.®®  Aron  was  pretending  to  be  objective,  he  said,  but  was  com¬ 
pletely  mistaking  the  Algerian  problem.  It  was  dubious  and  morally  un¬ 
tenable  to  want  to  give  up  a  province  when  it  cost  the  nation  more  than 
it  paid  it,  or  to  agree  to  a  transfer  of  the  inhabitants  and  to  want  to 
compensate  them  with  money  for  the  loss  of  their  homes.  How  could 
one  speak  of  colonialism  when  all  the  inhabitants  were  French  citizens? 
What  should  happen  to  the  numerous  Muslims  who  had  fought  on  the 
side  of  France?  Aron  was  obviously  surrendering,  without  batting  an 
eye,  to  the  terrorism  of  the  NLF;  “he  dares  to  present  this  as  wisdom  and 
even  as  courage.”^®  National  interests  were  the  decisive  ones  for  Sous¬ 
telle  and  he  vehemently  attacked  Aron’s  idea  of  a  continental  France 
limited  to  the  “European  hexagon”.  The  Sahara,  he  asserted,  offered 
new  opportunities  for  France  to  free  itself  from  dependence  on  America 
and  the  Arab  world.  After  the  loss  of  Indochina,  Tunisia  and  Morocco, 
France  must  keep  Algeria,  for 

to  go  beyond  a  certain  point  is  to  risk  death  ...  to  abandon  Algeria 
is  to  condemn  France  to  decadence;  to  save  Algeria  is  to  put  an  end  to  the 
ghastly  process  of  degradation,  to  give  back  to  our  country,  to  its  people, 
to  its  youth,  their  chances  and  their  future.^^ 
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Aron’s  and  Soustelle’s  theses  clearly  reflect  two  quite  different  tempera¬ 
ments  and  two  opposite  views  of  Algerian  policy,  formulated  without 
consideration  of  parliamentary  possibilities.  They  also  represent  the  char¬ 
acteristic  divergences  in  French  national  consciousness  after  1945,  which 
became  very  marked  in  the  Algerian  question.  For  France,  wounded  by 
the  defeat  in  1940,  was  working  at  its  recovery  and  introducing  a  process 
of  modernization;  at  the  same  time  it  was  seeking  to  restore  its  “great¬ 
ness”  and  political  power.  But  what  did  greatness  mean  after  the  Second 
World  War?  Could  a  France  that  was  aware  of  its  “humiliating”  de¬ 
pendence  on  the  United  States  simply  give  up  its  colonial  possessions 
and  even  allow  terrorist  nationalists  to  wrest  from  it  a  “province”,  an  old 
integrated  part  of  the  national  territory?  Was  not  agreement  to  such  a 
loss  proof  of  political  and  moral  decadence?  Or  “greatness”  and  national 
interests  would  have  to  be  reinterpreted.  Aron  and  Duverger  saw  France’s 
only  chance  in  showing  its  willingness  to  free  itself  from  the  narrow 
national  attitude  of  sovereignty  and  to  adapt  itself  to  the  interdependence 
of  the  modern  world.  This  would  mean  accepting  decolonization,  pro¬ 
moting  economic  and  social  progress  and  seeking  new  forms  of  French 
“greatness”  and  “presence  in  the  world”. 

The  Fourth  Republic  came  to  grief  over  the  Algerian  question,  but 
General  de  Gaulle  fought  his  way  back  to  power  with  the  help  of  the 
army  and  the  Algiers  putschists.  To  “solve”  the  Algerian  question  be¬ 
came  his  most  urgent  and  difficult  task.  De  Gaulle  had  attacked  the  im- 
mobilism  of  the  “system”  and  promised  a  revival  of  France,  but  he  had 
hardly  ever  taken  a  definite  stand  on  the  future  of  Algeria  or  formulated 
his  own  concepts.  The  general’s  attitude  between  1958  and  1961,  with 
which  we  are  concerned  here,  is  not  easy  to  establish,  since  it  is  difficult 
to  distinguish  between  his  true  intentions  and  political  manoeuvres.  De 
Gaulle  made  numerous  and  long  speeches,  but  was  “sibylline”  in  his 
decisive  pronouncements,  so  that  the  formulas  he  used  were  open  to 
different  interpretations.^^ 

His  first  pronouncements  after  taking  power  sound  an  integrationist 
note  and  are  reminiscent  of  Soustelle’s  theses.  In  a  speech  in  Algiers  on 
4  June  de  Gaulle  spoke  of  the  Frangais  d  part  entikre;  henceforth  there 
were  only  Frenchmen  in  Algeria  with  equal  rights  and  duties  who  would 
all  have  franchise  in  the  promised  constitutional  referendum,  “in  a  single 
and  same  college”.  With  the  deputies  elected  in  this  way,  “we  shall  see 
how  to  do  the  rest”.^®  At  the  same  time  he  described  Algeria  as  “or¬ 
ganically  a  French  territory  today  and  forever”.^^  So  its  inhabitants, 
unlike  those  of  the  African  territories,  could  not  choose  independence 
in  the  referendum;  “Yes”  was  to  mean  willingness  for  renovation  “within 
the  French  framework”  while  the  possibility  of  “No”  was  not  considered 
at  all.^®  The  voting,  supervised  by  the  army,  and  the  results  of  elections 
to  the  national  assembly  on  13  December  were  in  France’s  favour  in 
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spite  of  the  NLF^®  and  gave  de  Gaulle  a  point  of  departure  for  further 
measures. 

So  for  the  time  being  the  general  really  did  act  consistently  with  his 
proclaimed  intentions:  full  franchise  for  the  Muslims  without  change  of 
personal  status,  a  single  college,  strong  parliamentary  representation 
(sixty  deputies!)  with  a  Muslim  majority.  De  Gaulle  went  far  beyond 
the  1947  Algerian  statute  and  in  a  certain  sense  caught  up  on  what  the 
weak  Fourth  Republic  had  neglected  to  do  or  had  not  succeeded  in 
doing  in  face  of  resistance  from  the  French  Algerians!  These  reforms 
appeared  to  aim  at  integration  according  to  Soustelle’s  interpretation, 
but  in  fact  they  were  much  closer  to  the  Socialist  concepts.  For  in  spite 
of  much  persuasion,  de  Gaulle  deliberately  avoided  adopting  the  slogan 
of  “French  Algeria”^’^  and  openly  supporting  integration — which  led  to 
increased  friction  between  him  and  the  French  Algerians.  Obviously  he 
wanted  to  hold  open  another  door.  His  aim  was  not  simply  the  integration 
of  Algeria  into  the  mother  country,  but  a  different,  new  Algerian  statute: 
full  equal  rights  and  democratization  as  precondition  for  an  autonomy 
which  would  ensure  the  Muslims  their  share  in  government  without 
prejudicing  French  interests  or  separating  Algeria  from  the  “French 
framework”. 

In  order  to  create  the  basis  for  this  solution.  General  de  Gaulle,  to  the 
great  surprise  and  annoyance  of  both  French  Algerians  and  the  army, 
described  the  struggle  of  the  rebels  as  “courageous”.^®  Although  he  was 
stepping  up  the  military  action,  he  did  not  want  to  bar  the  way  to 
reconciliation  and  truce,  in  the  hope  of  being  able  to  reduce  the  NLF 
to  a  minority  or  even  to  silence  it.  At  the  same  time  he  clearly  dis¬ 
sociated  himself  from  the  “Gomit6  du  salut  public”,  began  to  clean  up 
the  administration  and  in  December  replaced  his  delegate.  General 
Salan,  by  a  civilian.  His  “Plan  de  Gonstantine”  for  economically  develop¬ 
ing  Algeria,  announced  on  3  October  1958,  had  the  same  aim  of  mak¬ 
ing  good  on  previous  promises  and  creating  a  new  basis  of  trust  with  the 
Muslims. 

In  his  directives  for  the  elections  de  Gaulle  stressed  the  freedom  of 
the  parties  and  the  need  for  “true  competition”,  for  only  this  could 
fill  the  political  vacuum  and  allow  effective  political  forces  to  appear.^® 
The  head  of  state  was  prepared  to  enable  the  nationalist  organizations 
—perhaps  not  the  NLF— to  participate  in  the  elections.  On  23  October  he 
welcomed  Ferhat  Abbas’  willingness  for  an  armistice,  which  the  latter  had 
announced  a  few  days  earlier,  and  coined  the  sensationally  effective 
formula  of  a  “peace  of  the  brave”  which  the  rebels  could  obtain  by  laying 
down  their  arms.®®  De  Gaulle  did  not,  however,  want  to  begin  negotia¬ 
tions  yet.  Instead  he  spoke  of  the  Algerian  “personality”  which  could 
advance  towards  a  new  future  in  “close  association”  with  France.®^  These 
phrases  met  violent  opposition  from  the  French  Algerians  because  they 
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diverged  from  the  policy  of  integration  and  no  longer  even  stipulated  that 
Algeria  was  a  “French  territory”.  Algeria  was  now  clearly  distinguished 
from  the  metropolis.^^  In  striking  contrast  to  these  phrases,  which  re¬ 
mained  vague  and  seemed  to  incline  towards  the  status  of  “associated 
state”,  Prime  Minister  Michel  Debre  did  not  give  up  his  demand  for  in¬ 
tegration.®^ 

In  1959  de  Gaulle  continued  the  “pacification”,  tried  to  rally  the  army 
to  his  policy  and  then  took  the  decisive  step  towards  a  solution  of  the 
Algerian  problem  in  his  declaration  of  16  September.®^  He  said  a  com¬ 
munity  had  now  been  set  up  with  the  African  states,  but  the  Algerian 
question  was  still  awaiting  an  answer;  the  slogans  used  hitherto  had 
proved  sterile  and  a  solution  could  be  expected  only  “by  the  free  choices 
that  the  Algerians  themselves  choose  to  make  as  to  their  future.  .  .  . 
Taking  into  account  all  the  Algerian  facts,  national  and  international, 
I  consider  it  necessary  that  this  recourse  to  self-determination  be  pro¬ 
claimed  as  from  today”.  In  four  years  at  the  latest  the  Algerians  could 
decide  their  own  fate  by  a  referendum  in  which  they  would  have  to 
choose  either  secession,  full  integration,  or  the  third  possibility,  a  “govern¬ 
ment  of  Algerians  by  the  Algerians  .  .  .  backed  by  aid  from  France  and 
in  close  union  with  France  in  matters  of  economy,  instruction,  defence, 
foreign  relations”.  With  this  declaration  France  recognized  for  the  first 
time  the  sovereign  rights  of  the  Algerians  and  their  right  to  secession. 
No  other  than  de  Gaulle  himself  had  thus  given  up  the  traditional 
premise,  hitherto  considered  indisputable,  that  Algeria  was  an  indivisible 
part  of  the  national  territory!  He  was  serious  about  the  “Algerian  per¬ 
sonality”  and  the  liquidation  of  “Papa’s  Algeria”,®®  saying  that  Algeria 
could  not  be  compared  with  any  other  French  province  and  must 
develop  independently. 

So  Algeria,  if  not  Tunisia  and  Morocco,  was  to  be  confronted  with  the 
same  choice  offered  to  the  African  territories:  in  the  future,  Algeria  was 
to  be  able  to  decide  on  its  relations  with  France  on  the  basis  of  the  right 
to  self-determination.  As  in  the  case  of  Black  Africa  in  1958,  de  Gaulle 
also  warned  Algeria  of  the  consequences  of  secession:  independence  was 
possible,  but  it  would  mean  the  withdrawal  of  the  French  and  would 
therefore  lead  to  “a  miserable,  dreadful  and  horrible  political  chaos”. 
Association  with  France,  by  contrast,  would  mean  French  aid  during 
the  period  of  recovery  and  the  transfer  or  “communal”  exercise  of 
certain  sovereign  rights.  Thus  the  Gommunaute  was  extended  to  Al¬ 
geria,  a  fact  which  has  not  received  sufficient  attention.  For  the  rest 
de  Gaulle  made  several  restrictions:  the  decision  by  referendum  would 
be  made  only  after  a  transitional  period,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  mili¬ 
tary  “pacification”,  in  order  to  give  France  time  to  check  the  extreme 
nationalists  and  to  create  a  pro-French  attitude  by  means  of  economic 
aid.  The  Sahara  should  remain  reserved  to  France,  but  in  case  of  seces- 
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sion  he  foresaw  a  “regrouping”  of  the  French  Algerians,  i.e.  partition 
of  the  country,  or  repatriating  the  European  settlers  in  the  mother 
country. 

Such  was  General  de  Gaulle’s  position.  He  accepted  the  right  to  self- 
determination,  because  the  existing  system  of  elections  obviously  had 
no  hope  of  solving  any  problems  and  the  international  implications  of 
the  Algerian  problem  made  such  a  step  seem  necessary.  De  Gaulle  stressed 
the  Algerian  desire  for  emancipation  and  the  international  phenomenon 
of  decolonization,  which  France  could  not  evade.  He  also  pointed  out, 
with  some  right,  that  although  in  military  terms  the  battle  had  been 
won,  the  methods  and  slogans  used  hitherto  would  not  provide  a  perma¬ 
nent  political  settlement,  prevent  a  new  rebellion  or  even  suppress  new 
acts  of  terrorism  or  sabotage.  So  further  concessions  were  indicated.  At 
first,  the  negotiations  were  only  to  result  in  an  armistice,  i.e.  in  the 
capitulation  of  the  NLF,  and  not  in  a  political  agreement.  The  NLF 
was  not  yet  accepted  as  the  only  or  even  the  main  spokesman  for  the 
Algerian  people.  But  the  talks  in  Melun  at  the  end  of  June  i960,  in 
which  France  laid  down  conditions  but  did  not  “negotiate”,  came  to 
nothing  and  de  Gaulle  had  to  change  course.  In  Evian-les-Bains  the 
French  recognition  of  the  NLF  could  barely  be  disguised  by  setting 
up  a  provisional  government.  After  “Algerian  Algeria”,  the  counterpart 
to  “French  Algeria”,  came  the  “Algerian  Republic”®®;  and  from  an 
autonomous  Algeria  “federatively  tied  to  France”  without  external  sov¬ 
ereignty,  the  road  eventually  led  to  a  sovereign  and  independent  state®'^ 
that  promised  to  guarantee  the  rights  of  the  French  settlers  bilaterally. 
The  tone  and  arguments  changed  correspondingly.  If  France  had  hitherto 
insisted  on  its  rights  and  interests,  it  now  stressed  the  vital  importance 
of  French  aid  to  an  independent  Algeria.  In  analogy  to  its  warning  to 
Black  Africa,  France  now  said:  Algeria  relied  more  on  France  than 
France  on  Algeria;  only  France  could  supply  Algeria  with  the  com¬ 
prehensive  financial  aid  it  would  need  in  the  future.®®  In  an  effort  to 
persuade  the  NLF  to  give  in,  France  threatened  the  expulsion  of  Al¬ 
gerian  workers  in  the  metropolis.®®  But  it  proved  necessary  to  give  up 
a  few  of  its  former  hopes,  for  even  the  Sahara— which  Paris  wanted  to 
keep  for  itself— eventually  had  to  be  recognized  as  a  part  of  the  Algerian 
territory.  The  threat  of  a  “regrouping”  and  partition  of  the  country  made 
little  impression.  Nor  could  France  maintain  the  thesis  that  a  certain 
period  must  elapse  between  the  armistice  and  the  referendum,  but  had 
to  accept  the  “prealable”  of  the  NLF,  i.e.  the  right  to  independence. 

It  has  been  asserted  in  different  quarters  that  General  de  Gaulle 
wanted  an  independent  Algeria  from  the  start  or  at  least  accepted  it  as 
inevitable.  This  is  largely  based  on  unconfirmed  statements  in  1957  which 
are  supposed  to  have  referred  to  future  independence.®®  According  to 
different  points  of  view,  these  statements  could  be  interpreted  as  the 
far-sightedness  of  a  statesman  or  as  proof  of  treacherous  opportunism  in 
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regard  to  his  friends  and  the  army.  But  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  de 
Gaulle’s  Algerian  policy  evolved  gradually  and  was  continually  affected  by 
the  internal  and  external  balance  of  power.  Originally  he  obviously  en¬ 
visaged  a  statute  of  autonomy  within  the  French  association  of  states 
which  would  be  liberal  enough  to  gain  the  approval  of  a  majority  of  the 
Muslim  inhabitants;  but  then  the  undeniable  desire  for  emancipation®^ 
persuaded  him  to  shift  to  self-determination,  hoping  to  create  an  Al¬ 
gerian  state  which,  like  Black  Africa,  would  at  least  remain  in  the 
French  sphere  of  influence  in  foreign  policy,  defence  and  general  eco¬ 
nomic  policy.  Only  in  the  final  phase  did  de  Gaulle  fully  accept  inde¬ 
pendence  and  try  to  protect  immediate  national  interests,  above  all  in 
the  Sahara,  by  the  “blackmail”  of  technical  and  financial  aid.  What 
part  was  played  here  by  his  irritation  at  the  attitude  of  the  French 
Algerians,  their  demonstrations  and  attempts  at  a  putsch  and  finally 
the  terrorism  of  the  SAO  (Secret  Army  Organization),  is  hard  to  say. 
Doubtless  one  can  attribute  considerable  importance  to  the  desire  to 
end  the  Algerian  war,  even  at  the  price  of  great  sacrifices.  In  terms  of 
the  above-mentioned  discussion  between  Soustelle  and  Aron,  de  Gaulle 
gradually  turned  away  from  Soustelle  and  adopted  Aron’s  theses.  The 
“greatness”  of  France  did  not  lie  in  Algeria  and  the  continuance  of  an 
ultimately  ineffectual  resistance,  but  in  a  consistent  process  of  decoloniza¬ 
tion — even  at  the  price  of  the  French  Algerians— which  would  correspond 
to  the  international  balance  of  power  and  at  the  same  time  give  France 
a  free  hand  to  engage  in  an  activated  and  “independent”  foreign  policy. 
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THE  DECOLONIZATION  OF  AN  ANTI-COLONIAL  POWER- 
THE  UNITED  STATES  IN  THE  PHILIPPINES 


The  Americans  have  always  regarded  themselves  as  an  anti-colonial  power. 
As  a  former  colony  that  won  its  independence  in  a  lengthy  struggle 
against  a  European  colonial  power,  the  United  States  had  always  dis¬ 
trusted  the  colonial  expansion  of  Europe  and  took  the  part  of  colonial 
peoples  who  were  fighting  for  their  emancipation. 

In  historical  terms,  however,  a  certain  parallel  might  be  drawn  be¬ 
tween  European  expansion  overseas  and  the  occupation  of  the  North 
American  continent.  This  occupation  was  based  on  a  continuous  move¬ 
ment  of  settlement  and  technological  advance,  but  it  was  also  ac¬ 
companied  by  conquest  and  did  not  come  to  an  “official”  end  until 
1893  with  the  closing  of  the  legendary  “frontier”.  The  Northwest  Ordi¬ 
nance  of  1787,  which  can  be  judged  in  terms  of  a  “doctrine  of  de¬ 
colonization”,  provided  for  administering  the  newly-acquired  territories 
“colonially”  at  first,  and  then  gradually  incorporating  them  into  the 
Union  with  full  equal  rights.  Congress  reserved  to  itself  the  decision 
on  admitting  a  Territory  to  statehood  and  on  the  conclusion  of  de¬ 
colonization;  moreover  the  American  legislators  discussed  the  “ripeness” 
of  the  people  in  very  much  the  same  way  as  the  British,  and  the  Ter¬ 
ritories  occasionally  complained  that  Washington  was  treating  them  as 
colonies.  American  expansionism  had  an  integrationist  and  assimilative 
character,  as  is  particularly  apparent  in  the  conferment  of  statehood  on 
Alaska  and  Hawaii  in  1959  and  i960.  Yet  no  real  colonialist  mentality 
ever  evolved  in  America  and  the  process  of  territorial  expansion  was 
not  understood  as  colonial  expansion. 

With  the  Spanish-American  war,  the  stated  goal  of  which  was  to  be 
the  liberation  of  Cuba,  the  United  States  became  a  colonial  power  in 
the  accepted  sense  of  the  term.  In  conquering  and  annexing  Pacific 
islands  thousands  of  miles  away  whose  numerous  inhabitants  were  of 
different  races  and  culturally  independent,  America  entered  into  eom- 
petition  with  the  great  European  and  Asian  powers.  It  was  even  more 
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contradictory  that  a  colonial  rebellion  against  the  tyranny  of  Spain, 
whose  adherents  welcomed  the  Americans  as  liberators,  had  to  be  de¬ 
feated  before  the  new  colonial  power  could  impose  its  rule!  But  for 
the  fact  that  it  was  an  influential  group  of  imperialists  that  energetically 
and  pointedly  pursued  conquest  and  annexation,  one  would  be  tempted 
to  say  that  the  United  States,  in  a  fit  of  “absence  of  mind”  (as  Seeley 
called  it)  established  itself  as  an  Asian  colonial  power.^ 

The  strong  resistance  to  annexation,  particularly  in  the  Senate,  is 
well-known.  The  new  self-assurance  of  the  new  great  power,  which  sud¬ 
denly  burst  out  of  the  narrow  sphere  of  the  Western  Hemisphere  into 
world  politics,  the  hopes  in  business  circles  (which  ultimately  proved  to 
be  unfounded)  that  the  Philippines  would  provide  access  to  trade  with 
China  and  the  sense  of  having  a  civilizing  mission  (Rudyard  Kipling 
wrote  his  famous  poem  “The  White  Man’s  Burden”  in  February  1899 
for  the  Americans!)  only  barely  managed  to  carry  the  day.  Imperialist 
interests  in  America  ran  parallel  to  the  European  ones.  The  difference  lay 
only  in  the  strength  of  traditional  resistance  to  colonial  expansion  and 
the  dislike  of  leading  politicians  such  as  McKinley  and  Taft  for  an¬ 
nexation,  One  could  say  that  the  United  States  assumed  colonial  power 
with  a  bad  conscience.  It  was  no  accident  that  in  the  following  years 
America  was  unwilling  to  describe  itself  as  a  colonial  power  and  preferred 
to  use  expressions  such  as  “dependencies”,  “dependent  territories”,  etc. 
for  its  overseas  possessions. 

The  need  to  make  concessions  to  the  anti-imperialist  forces  in  Con¬ 
gress  became  clear  in  the  first  pronouncements  on  Philippines  policy. 
On  14  February  1899  the  Senate  accepted  a  resolution  whereby  the 
Philippine  Islands  should  not  be  annexed  as  an  integral  part  of  the 
national  territory  and  would  not,  therefore,  be  able  to  obtain  statehood 
in  the  future.  The  population  was  to  be  prepared  for  local  autonomy 
and  at  a  given  time  would  be  granted  a  voice  on  its  own  destiny.^ 
Taft,  the  first  governor-general,  said  in  January  1900  that  the  Philippines 
“might  be  developed  into  a  self-governing  people”.®  Elihu  Root’s  well- 
known  instructions  on  7  April  1900  to  a  commission  which  was  to  pre¬ 
pare  for  the  transition  from  military  to  civil  administration  and  for  the 
institutional  improvement  of  the  colony,  stated  that  a  foreign  centralized 
bureaucracy  should  be  avoided  and  the  Islands  should  be  given  franchise 
and  a  broad  local  government  on  the  American  pattern  with  the 
greatest  possible  inclusion  of  the  native  populations.  American  institu¬ 
tions  should  form  the  basis  of  a  “just  and  effective  government”  and 
guarantee  individual  rights  and  liberties.  These  instructions  said  nothing, 
however,  about  the  future  status  of  the  colony.  Yet  they  may  be  con¬ 
sidered  liberal.  The  Democratic  party  under  Bryan  even  decided  on  a 
resolutely  anti-imperialist  course  and  in  the  presidential  campaign  of 
1900  Bryan  demanded  immediate  independence  for  the  Philippines.  This 
would  certainly  have  been  impossible  in  Europe  at  the  time. 
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Taft  described  the  aim  of  the  Republican  administration  between 
1900  and  1912  in  a  report  to  President  Theodore  Roosevelt: 

...  the  national  policy  is  to  govern  the  Philippine  Islands  for  the  benefit 
and  welfare  and  uplifting  of  the  people  of  the  Islands  and  gradually  to  ex¬ 
tend  to  them,  as  soon  as  they  shall  show  themselves  fit  to  exercise  it,  a 
greater  measure  of  popular  self-government.  .  .  .  What  should  be  em¬ 
phasized  in  the  statement  of  our  national  policy  is  that  we  wish  to  prepare 
the  Filipinos  for  popular  self-government.  Tliis  is  plain  from  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Kinley’s  letter  of  instructions  and  all  of  his  utterances.  It  was  not  at  all 
within  his  purpose  or  that  of  Congress  which  made  his  letter  a  part  of  the 
law  of  the  land  that  we  were  merely  to  await  the  organization  of  a 
Philippine  oligarchy  or  aristocracy  competent  to  administer  the  government 
and  then  turn  the  Islands  over  to  it.  .  .  .  Another  logical  deduction  from 
the  main  proposition  is  that  when  the  Filipino  people  as  a  whole  show  them¬ 
selves  reasonably  fit  to  conduct  a  popular  self-government,  maintaining  law 
and  order  and  offering  equal  protection  of  the  laws  and  civil  rights  to  rich 
and  poor,  and  desire  complete  independence  of  the  United  States,  they 
shall  be  given  it.^ 

This  declaration  is  important.  It  demonstrates  that  the  United  States 
felt  obliged  very  early  on  to  accept  the  principle  of  independence  for 
the  Philippines  and  to  justify  its  own  domination  in  this  manner.  The 
natives,  however,  must  first  reach  a  certain  degree  of  maturity  and  show 
themselves  “fit”  for  self-government;  naturally  it  would  be  up  to  America 
to  decide  when  this  had  occurred  and  when  the  numerous  conditions  for 
self-government  had  been  fulfilled.®  The  American  arguments  here  are 
not  basically  different  from  the  British  ones  and  are  dangerously  close  to 
being  hypocritical.  The  possibility  of  independence  was  “generously” 
accepted,  but  at  the  same  time  America  stipulated  almost  impossible 
conditions  which  could  be  interpreted  at  will,  thus  taking  back  with  its 
right  hand  what  the  left  had  granted!  The  reference  to  “popular  govern¬ 
ment”  makes  this  even  clearer.  Paradoxically,  or  perhaps  characteristically, 
it  was  the  Republicans  who  stipulated  democratic  procedure  in  the  Philip¬ 
pines  as  a  precondition  for  further  steps  towards  self-government. 
Superficially  this  sounded  liberal;  in  practice  it  meant  that  the  emancipa¬ 
tion  movement  was  delayed  and  self-government  was  relegated  to  the 
distant  future.  For  the  time  being  it  still  remained  an  open  question 
whether  the  colonial  power  for  its  part  promoted  the  process  of  democ¬ 
ratization  it  demanded  or  whether  it  prevented  it,  either  deliberately  or 
by  simply  fixing  a  certain  social  structure.  We  shall  see  that  this  particular 
aspect  of  American  colonial  policy  deserves  close  attention  in  the  case  of 
the  Philippines. 

America  was  sincere  in  its  declaration  that  it  would  introduce  elections 
early  on  and  include  Filipinos  in  the  administration.  As  early  as  1907,  after 
a  test  as  to  their  cultural  qualifications,  there  were  elections  to  an  as- 
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sembly  which  obtained  certain  legislative  powers  and  provided  a  plat¬ 
form  for  the  new  nationalist  party.  The  exeeutive  naturally  remained  in 
the  hands  of  the  Americans.  The  governor-general  not  only  had  a  veto 
right  but  also  appointed  the  members  of  a  commission  which  had  part 
legislative  and  part  executive  duties.  But  four  of  the  five  commission 
members  were  Filipinos.  The  United  States  proeeeded  to  politicize  its 
colony  early,  so  that  it  differed  considerably  from  the  British,  Dutch 
and  French  colonies  in  South-East  Asia. 

Under  the  Democratic  administration  the  differenees  became  even 
greater.  Since  1900  the  new  government  party  had  asked  for  an  early 
declaration  of  independence,®  and  in  March  1912  the  Philippines  com¬ 
mittee  introduced  a  proposal  for  a  law  that  would  immediately  give  the 
Islands  internal  autonomy  and  promised  full  independence  by  1921.'^  This 
heralded  the  “timetable"  policy,  i.e.  setting  a  deadline  when  the  promise 
of  self-government  would  have  to  be  fulfilled.  The  United  States  was  the 
only  eolonial  power  to  actually  hold  to  its  promise,  unlike  England  which 
discussed  the  question  of  timetables  but  repeatedly  refused  to  set  them. 
However,  the  proposal  was  never  discussed,  for  in  spite  of  anti-imperialist 
pronouncements  President  Woodrow  Wilson  was  not  prepared  to  support 
independence.  But  on  6  October  1913  the  new  governor,  Harrison,  read 
a  deelaration  by  Wilson  which  explicitly  declared  that  the  “ultimative 
independenee  of  the  Islands”  was  the  aim  of  American  policy.  Similarly 
the  preamble  of  the  1916  Jones  Aet,  first  proposed  in  1914,  stated:  “It  is, 
as  it  has  been,  the  purpose  of  the  people  of  the  U.S.  to  withdraw  their 
sovereignty  over  the  Philippine  Islands  and  to  recognize  their  inde¬ 
pendenee  as  soon  as  a  stable  government  can  be  established  therein.”  It 
is  worth  noting  that  the  Democrats  confined  themselves  to  the  term 
“stable  government”!  But  the  American  attitude  in  the  Philippines  issue 
coincided  with  the  party’s  politieal  platform  only  in  a  limited  sense. 
The  attitude  towards  foreign  policy  as  such  and  thereby  also  towards 
isolationism  always  played  an  important  and  specifically  American  role. 
For  instance.  Senator  Lodge,  a  friend  of  Roosevelt  and  an  influential 
nationalist  and  interventionist,  described  the  renunciation  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines  as  irreconcilable  with  national  dignity,  while  the  no  less  nationalist 
but  isolationist  Senator  Borah  pleaded  for  withdrawal!® 

The  Jones  Act  itself  brought  decisive  reforms.  Both  houses  of  the 
legislature  were  now  elected  on  a  wider  franchise;  the  governor  obtained 
a  veto  right  and  in  case  of  conflict  the  American  president  had  the 
ultimate  power  of  decision.  The  appointment  even  of  senior  officials 
required  the  assent  of  the  Philippine  Senate— a  concession  on  the  Ameri¬ 
can  model  but  which  was  very  unusual  in  a  colony  and  decisively  re- 
strieted  the  power  of  the  governor.  An  innovation  was  the  state  council 
consisting  of  the  heads  of  the  administrative  departments.  Historically 
this  “constitution”  can  be  compared  with  the  British  reforms  in  India 
in  1918-1919.  The  Philippines  were  to  obtain  a  high  degree  of  self- 
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government  without  America  surrendering  its  control.  As  in  the  American 
constitution,  the  assembly  had  considerable  legislative  power,  but  at  the 
sanie  time  the  position  of  the  governor-general  was  strengthened  by  a 
division  of  powers.  He  appointed  the  department  heads,  i.e.  the  min- 

^  ^ ,  d  obtained  the  n^ht,  or  rather  the  duty,  to  supervise  the  ad¬ 
ministration.  So  the  American  presidential  system  was  carried  over  to  a 
colony,  offering  a  remarkable  parallel  with  America’s  own  period  as  a 
colony.  But  even  in  the  British  era,  i.e.  in  the  colonial  situation,  the 
system  had  not  worked  satisfactorily.  This  was  because  the  governor  was 
not  elected  by  the  people  and  supported  by  his  party  but  was  appointed 
by  the  colonial  power,  and  his  was  therefore  an  alien  office.  Conflicts  be¬ 
tween  the  Philippine  legislature,  the  executive,  which  was  not  responsible 
to  it,  and  the  governor  were  inherent  in  the  system. 

Harrison,  however,  evaded  this  conflict  by  being  conciliatory  and  im¬ 
plemented  the  Jones  Act  according  to  the  preamble  rather  than  according 
to  the  directives  received.  He  actively  encouraged  the  appointment  of 
Filipinos  in  the  administration,  discussed  legislative  measures  in  advance 
with  Filipino  leaders,  particularly  wth  Osmena,  the  spokesman  for  the 
assembly,  and  largely  refused  to  exercise  his  rights.  Since  the  nationalist 
party  controlled  the  legislature,  exercised  patronage  and  thus  exerted  an 
indirect  control  over  the  administration,  around  1920  the  Islands  en¬ 
joyed  extensive  autonomy,  while  at  the  same  time  the  “presidential” 
regime  took  on  parliamentary  features. 

But  this  laissez-faire  attitude  had  its  darker  aspects:  dissension  and 
corruption  in  the  administration,  a  deficit  in  the  budget,  the  threat  of 
a  collapse  of  the  national  bank,  the  railway  and  state  industries.  Harrison 
considered  that  these  were  merely  transitional  features  of  the  transfer  of 
government  responsibility  to  the  Filipinos.  Self-government,  he  said,  was 
necessarily  bound  up  with  a  certain  amount  of  inefficiency.  In  reply  to 
a  Philippine  mission  which  had  demanded  the  recognition  of  national 
self-determination.  President  Wilson  declared  before  Congress  in  Decem¬ 
ber  1920  that  the  Philippines  had  reached  the  desirable  “stable  govern¬ 
ment”  and  that  it  was  now  the  duty  of  the  U.S.  to  hold  to  its  earlier 
promises.®  This  step  complied  with  the  anti-colonialism  of  his  party  and 
with  the  attitude  Wilson  had  taken  at  Versailles,  but  had  few  parallels 
in  contemporary  European  colonial  policy,  even  if  one  takes  into  account 
that  Wilson  no  longer  had  a  majority  in  Congress  and  had  no  hope  of 
such  resolutions  being  accepted! 

The  Republicans  Harding  and  Coolidge  did  not  continue  Wilson’s 
Philippines  policy.  For  them  isolationism  in  foreign  policy  and  “back  to 
normalcy”  did  not  mean  granting  independence  to  the  colonies.  General 
Wood,  a  former  governor  of  Puerto  Rico,  introduced  the  new  policy. 
He  was  an  administrative  expert  on  a  scale  comparable  to  the  great 
British  governors-general.  Although  externally  he  adhered  to  the  Jones 
Act,  Wood  claimed  reserved  rights  and  full  executive  power  and  cleaned 
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up  the  administration.  Even  the  Filipino  politicians  acknowledged  his 
accomplishments  in  this  respect.  The  conflict  inherent  in  the  constitution 
could,  however,  no  longer  be  evaded.  Friction  occurred  repeatedly  be¬ 
tween  the  assembly  and  the  government,  the  nationalist  leader  and  the 
governor-general.  In  1923  the  Filipinos  left  the  state  council.  Neither 
General  Wood  nor  President  Coolidge  proved  willing  to  accede  to  the 
demands  for  autonomy  or  to  begin  to  liberalize  the  regime.  They  said 
the  conditions  for  independence  had  not  yet  been  fulfilled,  either  in  the 
sphere  of  foreign  policy  and  economy  or  with  regard  to  a  democratic 
form  of  government.  The  schoolmasterly  tone  in  which  these  criteria 
were  enunciated  could  hardly  hide  their  claim  to  domination.^®  Finally, 
in  1928-1929,  it  was  Henry  Stimson  who  managed  to  reopen  talks  with 
Filipino  politicians  and  to  persuade  them  to  re-enter  the  state  council. 
He  took  the  nationalist  party  into  consideration  when  he  appointed 
ministers  and  came  close  to  setting  up  a  responsible  government  by 
avoiding  American  intervention  in  the  administration  where  possible  and 
confining  himself  to  certain  sovereign  rights  and  powers  of  control.^^ 

The  discussion  among  political  writers  inclined  in  the  same  direction. 
Admittedly  only  a  few  writers  supported  an  early  grant  of  independence, 
yet  equally  few  were  in  favour  of  a  repressive  course.  The  latter  naturally 
included  the  Manila  Americans.^^  TTie  liberals  recalled  the  numerous 
promises  and  criticized  the  criteria  by  which  the  “fitness”  of  the  colony 
for  independence  was  measured.  They  said  the  standard  of,  for  instance, 
the  South  American  states  had  certainly  been  reached,  and  the  small 
European  states  were  not  prepared  to  defend  themselves  against  a  major 
attack  either.  The  national  movement  was  authentic  and  involved  more 
than  a  minority!  They  proposed  an  autonomy  statute  with  a  later 
plebiscite  on  independence.  This  willingness  to  reform  went  beyond 
what  we  have  seen  in  the  European  sphere  and  prepared  the  ground 
for  the  discussion  in  1930-1934.^3 

The  American  system  can  be  compared  neither  with  British  indirect 
rule  nor  with  French  methods.  The  conditions  for  indirect  rule  were 
lacking,  for  there  had  been  no  native  rulers  with  their  own  administration 
since  Spanish  times.  The  class  of  notables,  however,  had  not  yet  been 
destroyed  or  replaced  by  a  new  administration.  The  social  structure  was 
a  result  of  the  cultural  “assimilation”  the  Spanish  administration  im¬ 
posed  on  the  Malayan  inhabitants  and  it  had  certain  similarities  with 
South  America.  Instead  of  the  loose  clan  and  village  structure  with  its 
subsistence  farming  characteristic  of  the  pre-Spanish  era,  there  was  now 
“feudal”  aristocracy  of  large  landowners.  These  were  the  well-known 
“caciques”  who  controlled  the  dependent  tenant  farmers  and  agricultural 
labourers  and  maintained  their  domination  by  direct  pressure,  threats 
and  credit  grants  at  exorbitant  interest  rates.  The  Americans  made  no 
attempt  at  agrarian  reform.  Some  few  credit  aids,  protection  laws  and 
unions  were  introduced,  but  they  were  of  little  benefit.  With  the  rapid 
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expansion  of  cash  crops,  particularly  sugar,  the  capital  investment  com¬ 
panies  large  landownership  even  expanded  to  reach  the  traditional  rice 
areasd^  Agrarian  unrest  was  a  part  of  the  picture  in  the  Philippines  from 
Spanish  times  to  the  Huk  revolt! 

Some  aspects  of  American  colonial  policy  deserve  particular  mention. 
By  largely  leaving  local  administration  to  the  caciques  and  creating  a 
legislative  assembly  early  on,  the  administration  further  increased  the 
caciques’  power.  The  landowners  acted  as  bosses  of  the  nationalist  parties, 
manipulated  the  elections  and  managed  to  violently  oppose  any  measures 
that  contradicted  their  interests.  Perhaps  self-government  was  granted  too 
soon,  particularly  since  the  great  mass  of  farmers,  tenants  and  labourers 
remained  excluded  from  the  franchise.  A  certain  parallel  with  the  British 
West  Indies  comes  to  mind  (cf.  p.  no).  The  inherent  liberalism  of 
American  policy  reached  its  limit  in  the  Philippines  and  it  is  worth 
asking  whether  the  paternalist  system  of  the  Dutch,  in  its  intentions  at 
least,  did  not  achieve  more  for  the  farmers  in  Indonesia  than  the  Ameri¬ 
can  refusal  to  interfere  with  social  structure  in  the  Pacific  islands.  The 
colonial  power  and  the  Filipino  upper  classes  had  many  practical  interests 
in  common  and  were  both  concerned  with  maintaining  the  status  quo. 
The  nationalists  might  demand  independence  and  strongly  oppose  the 
U.S.,  but  they  were  recruited  from  the  upper  class  of  landowners  and 
stayed  clear  of  any  social  revolutionary  or  even  democratic  mass  move¬ 
ment.  In  1934-1935  the  Sakdal  movement  of  tenant  farmers  and  day 
labourers  was  bloodily  suppressed.  This  was  a  very  different  case  from 
the  national  movements  in  India  and  particularly  in  Indochina  and  In¬ 
donesia,  which  did  not  disappear  even  with  independence. 

The  problems  of  social  structure  are  particularly  important  in  our 
context  because  it  was  the  Americans  who  stipulated  a  democratic  pro¬ 
cedure  as  a  condition  for  independence.  But  how  could  such  a  condition 
be  fulfilled  while  the  colonial  power  was  supporting  the  feudal,  bourgeois- 
capitalist  upper  class? 

On  the  other  hand  the  Americans  extended  the  educational  system, 
the  instrument  of  social  emancipation,  very  quickly  and  very  actively; 
in  this  respect  they  were  very  different  from  the  European  colonial 
powers.  Conditions  were  favourable,  since  the  colonial  power  found  an 
existing  Spanish-speaking  61ite  and  could  build  on  the  Spanish  administra¬ 
tion.  Between  the  wars  a  relatively  high  number  of  children  entered 
schools,  in  1938  20  percent  of  national  and  local  expenditure  flowed 
into  education.  In  Manila  there  were  technical  schools  and  a  university, 
and  a  considerable  number  of  Filipinos  studied  in  the  U.S.^®  Instruction, 
however,  was  exclusively  in  English,  since  there  were  not  enough 
Spanish-speaking  teachers  and  moreover  the  Americans  were  convinced 
that  the  English  language  opened  the  door  to  modern  civilization. 
Here  America  proved  considerably  less  adaptable  than  Britain.  Yet  Amer¬ 
ica  did  not  aim  at  cultural  assimilation  in  the  sense  that  France  did  but 
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instead  disrupted  the  Malayan-Spanish  culture  and  forced  it  to  adopt 
some  dubious  elements  of  the  American  way  of  life.  For  the  rest,  the 
use  of  a  foreign  language  made  it  more  difficult  to  teach  the  rural  pop¬ 
ulation,  so  indirectly  this  once  again  benefitted  the  ruling  class.  Ameri¬ 
can  educational  policy  in  the  Philippines,  as  opposed  to  British  and 
French  policy,  was  to  have  a  definite  political  character  and  aimed  to 
train  the  Filipinos  for  political  responsibility  and  to  provide  them  with 
a  national  consciousness.  Pictures  of  national  heroes  hung  in  the  class¬ 
rooms  and  the  national  anthem  was  taught.  This  was  clearly  a  specifically 
American  attitude! 

It  is  also  worth  noting  the  early  and  consistently  encouraged  occupation 
of  the  administrative  cadre  by  Filipinos.  In  1914  the  number  of 
American  officials  was  still  24  percent,  mainly  teachers,  but  in  1932  it 
was  reduced  to  2  percent.  Practically  the  entire  administration,  up  to  the 
secretaries-of-state  and  the  chief  ministers,  was  occupied  by  Filipinos. 
A  Filipino  even  presided  over  the  high  court.^®  Here  the  United  States 
certainly  went  further  than  the  European  colonial  powers. 

The  tariff  and  economic  policy,  by  contrast,  were  strictly  “colonialist”. 
The  colony  was  to  produce  foodstuffs  and  raw  materials  and  also  to 
serve  as  a  market  for  export  goods.  The  Americans  invested  in  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  sugar,  tobacco,  cocoanut,  copra  and  hemp  for  export,  and  con¬ 
trolled  trade,  banking  and  shipping,  but  they  were  not  interested  in  in- 
dustrialization.i'^  Per  capita  income  was  higher  than  in  the  other  areas 
of  South-East  Asia,  but  public  investment  for  development  purposes  was 
lower.^®  Since  the  America-Philippines  trade  had  been  tariff  free  since 
1909-1913,  Philippine  production  was  one-sidedly  directed  at  the  U.S. 
In  1930,  79  percent  of  goods  exported  went  to  the  United  States,  in 
1933  it  was  87  percent.  The  production  of  sugar  rose  from  356,000  tons 
in  1921  to  1,000,000  tons  in  1932,  and  94  percent  went  to  America;  60 
percent  of  the  state  revenue  came  from  taxes  on  sugar.  Food  production, 
by  contrast,  remained  stationary.  The  tenant  farmers  were  often  even 
forbidden  to  cultivate  food. 

It  is  obvious  that  with  tariff-free  import  it  was  scarcely  possible  for  the 
Philippines  to  develop  its  own  industry.  The  tariff  policy  was  originally 
intended  to  help  Philippine  production  and  to  serve  as  evidence  of 
American  goodwill— and  it  met  with  resistance  from  American  producers^® 
—but  in  later  years  it  was  in  crass  contradiction  to  the  alleged  aim  of 
preparing  the  Philippines  for  self-government.  How  was  independence 
or  even  internal  autonomy  to  be  possible  if  economically  the  Philip¬ 
pines  continued  to  be  dependent  on  the  American  market?  The  Fili¬ 
pino  members  of  the  legislature  recognized  this  dilemma  and  sharply 
opposed  the  tariff  policy!^® 

American  tariff  policy  bore  a  certain  resemblance  to  the  French.  The 
imperial  concept  which  saw  the  colonies  as  parts  of  the  national  territory 
and  continually  tried  to  create  closer  ties  with  the  mother  country  con- 
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sidered  free  trade  logical  ’  and  inherent  in  the  system,  though  not  in 
the  American  system— quite  apart  from  the  fact  that  the  U.S.  professed 
to  be  the  expert  on  the  open-door  policy  and  violently  protested  Brit¬ 
ish,  Dutch  and  French  attempts  between  the  wars  to  prejudice  America 
in  their  own  colonies  by  tariff  and  investment  legislation.  While  the 
colonial  power  aimed  at  political  self-government,  it  created  at  the  same 
time  a  very  extensive  economic  dependence.^!  The  argument  that  eco¬ 
nomically  the  Philippines  were  still  not  self-sufficient  enough  and  therefore 
not  yet  “ripe”  for  independence  was  hardly  convincing,  for  America  had 
created  this  system  of  dependence  itself  and  even  in  the  1920s  it  had 
made  no  efforts  to  even  gradually  adapt  the  Philippine  economy  to  the 
international  market. 

This  curious  discrepancy  between  self-government  in  the  political  field 
and  a  kind  of  assimilation  in  the  economic,  a  discrepancy  that  was  also 
apparent  between  ideology  and  political  aims  on  the  one  hand  and 
the  economic  structure  on  the  other,  resulted  in  the  confusing  movement 
which  led  in  1934  to  the  statute  of  autonomy  and  to  independence. 
Several  economic  groups  already  felt  threatened  by  the  competition  of 
Philippine  imports  in  the  1920s,  and  they  therefore  urged  the  abolition  of 
free  trade.  They  were  the  American  sugar  producers  in  Cuba  and  on  the 
continent,  certain  organizations  of  farmers,  and  the  rope  industry.  The 
unions,  which  had  in  any  case  always  supported  independence,  joined 
them,  in  order  to  put  a  check  on  the  immigration  of  Filipino  labour  to 
California.  But  a  tariff  wall  could  be  erected  only  if  the  Philippines 
became  a  foreign  country,  i.e.  obtained  independence!  So  it  was  said 
that 

they  [the  Philippines]  are  hanging  like  a  millstone  about  the  necks  of  the 
cotton  producers  and  the  peanut,  bean  and  com  producers  of  the  U.S. 
Let  us  give  them  their  independence  and  get  rid  of  the  Philippine  Islands 
now  .  .  .  and  hereafter  when  their  cheap  and  inferior  stuff  comes  in  to 
swamp  our  American  farmers  we  can  put  a  tariff  on  it  and  preserve  the 
home  market  for  our  American  home  people.^^ 

Since  any  radical  solution  had  to  mean  economic  disaster  for  the  Philip¬ 
pines,  a  paradoxical  reversal  of  positions  began  to  occur.  While  purely 
economic  interests  could  ally  themselves  with  traditional  anti-colonialism 
and  isolationist  tendencies,  the  conservative  imperialists  had  to  oppose 
the  nationalist  argument  and  came  closer  to  the  pro-Philippine  liberals 
who  supported  independence  but  did  not  simply  want  to  abandon  the 
colony  to  its  economic  fate.  Stimson  wrote  in  January  1929: 

what  I  would  fear  was  that  when  the  dilemma  was  presented  between 
tariff  against  the  Philippines  on  one  side  and  independence  on  the  other, 
the  American  Congress  remembering  the  long  continued  demands  for 
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immediate  independence  by  the  Filipinos  would  at  the  behest  of  the 

American  special  interest  give  the  Filipinos  immediate  independence  and 

disregard  the  real  harm  and  cruelty  which  this  could  do  to  them.^^ 

The  Timberland  resolution  of  February  1928,  which  was  to  limit 
tariff-free  sugar  imports  to  500,000  tons,  was  rejected;  but  after  the  out¬ 
break  of  crisis  the  movement  could  no  longer  be  halted— in  spite  of  the 
opposing  interests  of  the  Manila  Americans,  the  American  export  in¬ 
dustry  and  the  administration!  The  economic  arguments  stood  on  shaky 
ground,  for  Philippine  trade  had  practically  no  importance  in  relation 
to  overall  American  trade.  President  Hoover  even  vetoed  the  Hawes- 
Cutting  Act  of  January  1933  because  the  interim  periods  were  too  short 
and  the  Filipinos  would  not  achieve  economic  independence.  The  motives 
were  egoistic,  he  said,  the  act  did  not  bring  freedom  but  “new  and 
enlarged  angers  to  liberty  and  freedom  itself".^^  But  Hoover  was  out¬ 
voted  by  a  coalition  of  Democrats  and  Republicans  from  the  farming 
areas.  Not  only  Hoover  and  Stimson  rejected  the  proposal,  even  the 
Philippine  assembly  did  so,  because  the  relatively  early  removal  of  their 
tariff  advantages  appeared  economically  intolerable.  This  produced  the 
perhaps  unique  situation  that  an  act  passed  by  the  legislative  body  of  the 
mother  country  for  the  grant  of  independence— although  with  interim 
periods  and  reserved  rights— was  rejected  by  the  nationalists! 

In  rejecting  the  Hawes-Cutting  Act,  the  Filipinos  were  speculating  on 
the  presidency  of  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt,  hoping  for  far-reaching  con¬ 
cessions  from  a  Democrat.  Roosevelt  had,  it  is  true,  developed  from  an 
imperialist  and  interventionist  in  Caribbean  matters  into  an  anti-imperi¬ 
alist  and  supporter  of  the  “good  neighbour”  policy.  But  he  had  still  sup¬ 
ported  Wood  in  1922  and  in  his  1932  presidential  campaign  rejected 
Philippine  independence  “for  many  years  to  come”^®;  although  he  spoke 
in  indefinite  terms,  he  returned  to  the  traditional  positions  of  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  party.^®  In  1935  the  president  called  the  signing  of  the  Independence 
Bill  “one  of  the  happiest  events  in  my  oflSce”^'^  and  during  the  Second 
World  War  he  liked  to  present  American  policy  as  a  model  for  the  Euro¬ 
pean  colonial  powers.  But  in  1934  he  conceded  the  Philippines  only  a 
minimal  alteration  of  the  proposed  act  and  “benevolent  consideration” 
of  economic  questions  that  would  arise  later.^®  So  the  Philippines  approved 
the  Act  as  a  compromise  between  measures. 

It  seems  appropriate  here  to  make  a  few  comments  on  the  discussion 
in  Congress  and  in  the  press.^®  The  economic  arguments  are  self-evident. 
The  farmers’  organizations  and  the  unions  urged  immediate  independence 
and  short  transitional  periods,  minimal  import  and  immigration  quotas 
and  an  early  abolition  of  free  trade;  meanwhile  the  Manila  Americans 
and  export  associations  pointed  to  their  investments  in  the  Philippines, 
and  demanded,  clearly  in  an  attempt  to  delay  independence  ad  calendas 
Graecas,  interm  periods  of  twenty  to  thirty  years.®®  It  is  characteristie 
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of  the  American  attitude  that  hardly  anyone  in  Congress  openly  dared 
to  oppose  the  grant  of  independence,  unlike  in  Europe  where  the  very 
word  “independence”  was  still  taboo! 

Naturally,  and  this  too  is  typically  American,  the  groups  interested 
in  independence  and  the  anti-colonial  Democrats  both  used  moral  argu¬ 
ments,  appealed  to  the  anti-colonial  tradition  of  America  and  urged  hon¬ 
ouring  earlier  promises.  Senator  King  declared  in  the  Senate:  “The  decla¬ 
ration  of  Independence  is  the  basis  of  our  political  institutions,  and  it 
is  the  lodestar  by  which  our  political  policies  must  be  concerned.’’^! 
His  colleague,  Broussard,  added:  “There  is  no  place  in  this  Republic 
for  a  dependent  colony.  We  repudiated  the  colonial  idea  when  we 
separated  from  the  British  Empire.  .  .  .  We  have  no  legal  or  moral 
right  to  hold  the  Filipinos  as  dependent  people.  Not  being  an  integral 
part  of  the  Nation  and  our  country  not  an  Empire  with  dependent 
colonies.”®^  if  the  supporters  considered  that  the  conditions  for  independ¬ 
ence  had  been  fulfilled,  the  opposition,  mainly  drawn  from  the  Republi¬ 
can  camp,  continued  to  describe  it  as  premature.  The  Philippines  still 
had  too  little  administrative  practice  and  too  many  illiterates,  they  said. 
Only  a  minority  wanted  dissociation.  These  arguments  were  not  essentially 
different  from  the  European  ones. 

It  is  also  important  to  note  the  “get  rid  of  the  Philippines”  mood, 
whose  motives  seem  to  have  been  less  pro-Filipino  than  isolationist. 
Why  should  America  worry  about  the  Filipinos  if  they  wanted  independ¬ 
ence?  America  had  enough  problems  of  its  own  and  the  Philippines 
cost  more  than  they  contributed.®^  Opponents  of  the  Independence 
Act  pointed  to  American  interests  in  the  Pacific.  The  independence  of 
the  Philippines,  they  said,  would  produce  a  power  vacuum  that  might 
tempt  Japan  to  attack;  the  American  general  staff  had  an  interest  in 
maintaining  the  military  bases.  The  opposition  also  discussed  neutralizing 
the  islands  by  means  of  a  unilateral  protection  agreement,  but  then  re¬ 
jected  this.®^  The  other  side  proved  stronger.  They  said  the  Philippines 
were  a  burden  to  American  security  because  they  could  involve  America 
in  a  Pacific  war  against  Japan.  They  recalled  that  Theodore  Roosevelt 
had  described  the  Philippines  as  the  Achilles’  heel  of  America,  so  “the 
sooner  we  clear  out  of  the  Philippines  the  better” .®5  The  isolationists 
trusted  in  the  Japanese  desire  for  peace  or  simply  left  the  defence  of 
the  archipelago  to  other,  allegedly  more  interested,  colonial  powers.®® 

Stimson,  an  opponent  of  the  Independence  Act,  must  be  mentioned 
here.  He  sharply  attacked  the  “selfish  interests  which  want  to  get  rid  of 
the  Philippines”  and  saw  the  Islands  as  an  important  strategic  and  political 
outpost  which  must  not  be  laid  open  to  Japanese  attack.®'^  He  thought 
he  had  found  a  solution  with  “dominion  status”,  which  would  grant  the 
Philippines  full  autonomy  and  American  tariff  concessions,  while  it  re¬ 
served  foreign  policy  and  defence  to  the  United  States.  Quezon  even 
seems  to  have  given  his  verbal  assent  to  this.®®  But  the  idea  found 
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little  support  in  America  since  it  complied  neither  with  American  eco¬ 
nomic  interests  nor  with  the  attitude  of  the  isolationists  and  would  there¬ 
fore  have  destroyed  the  “unnatural  coalition”.^®  The  same  applied  to 
Senator  Vandenberg’s  proposal  to  grant  independence  at  once  with  a 
ten-year  transitional  period  for  economic  adjustment.^® 

A  further  aspect  of  the  discussion  is  of  interest.  In  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  Nicholas  Roosevelt  prophesied  that  Philippine  independence 
would  have  retroactive  effects  on  the  European  colonial  territories.  It 
would  stimulate  the  emancipation  movements  and  could  provoke  un¬ 
rest,  for  instance  in  the  Dutch  Indies.^^  This  argument  against  inde¬ 
pendence  was  resolutely  dismissed  however,  and  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  stated: 

To  give  weight  to  such  a  theory  would  be  to  recognize  an  unsound 
philosophy  or  policy  repugnant  to  the  very  best  traditions  of  our  Nation. 
.  .  .  The  finest  pages  of  our  history  are  those  recording  the  conflicts  that 
have  followed  our  own  departure  from  colonial  dependency.  .  .  .^2 

On  the  contrary,  America  should  not  give  up  its  solidarity  with  the 
colonial  peoples  and  should  not  deny  its  own  traditions — particularly 
for  the  sake  of  American  prestige  in  Asia:  “There  are  in  Asia  600  million 
peoples  who  believe  in  the  altruism  and  fairness  of  America.  .  .  .  They 
are  watching  with  confidence  but  with  earnestness  America’s  promise  to 
help  the  Philippine  people.”^®  Harrison  had  already  defended  his  and 
Wilson’s  policy  with  the  argument  that  America  must  have  “clean  hands” 
at  the  moment  when  Asia  became  involved  in  anti-colonial  and  anti- 
European  agitation.^^  During  the  Second  World  War,  the  United  States 
under  Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt  tried  to  use  this  anti-colonialism  in  its 
own  interests  and  resolutely  dissociated  itself  from  the  European  colonial 
powers.  Between  1930  and  1932  even  the  opponents  of  the  Independence 
Act  adopted  this  argument.  They  said  that  America  must  remain  in 
the  Philippines  and  bring  its  work  to  an  end  there  because  of  its 
responsibilities  of  democratization  and  liberation  in  Asia.^® 

During  the  phase  of  imperialist  expansion  in  Europe  the  United 
States  also  began  to  expand  and  to  become  a  colonial  power.  But  the 
national  consciousness  did  not  identify  itself  with  the  concept  of  a 
colonial  empire  and  America’s  “bad  conscience”  here  led  it  to  create  the 
fiction  of  transitory  rule;  decolonization,  to  judge  by  the  pronouncements 
at  least,  was  conceived  as  an  element  of  the  American  concept  from  the 
very  start.  We  have  seen  how  the  establishment  of  representative  institu¬ 
tions,  the  “Filipinization”  of  the  administration  and  the  educational 
system  were  promoted  to  a  far  greater  extent  than  in  Indonesia  or 
Indochina.  The  American  Philippine  policy  was  not  paternalistic — indeed 
it  granted  the  semi-feudal  upper  class  extensive  participation  and  thus 
created  new  problems,^®  quite  apart  from  the  problem  of  economic 
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dependence.  The  Americans  tried  to  present  the  Independence  Act 
of  1934  evidence  of  their  anti-colonialism  and  to  surround  themselves 
with  the  aura  of  liberator.  I  trust  they  [the  Filipinos]  will  see  in  it  the 
fulfilment  of  a  magnanimous  policy  untainted  by  selfishness”,  wrote 
Senator  Hawes!^^  In  fact  decolonization  succeeded  only  under  pressure 
from  economic  interest  groups  who  took  scant  interest  in  the  future  of 
the  liberated  Philippine  people.  Although  traditional  American  anti¬ 
colonialism  played  a  not  inconsiderable  role,  it  must  not  be  forgotten 
that  the  decolonization  of  1934  had  a  rather  “colonialist  character”.  We 
may  say  with  Malcolm  that  “paradoxically  it  was  America  that  declared 
its  independence  from  the  Philippines  and  not  the  Philippines  that  had 
obtained  their  independence”.^® 

The  1934  gave  the  Philippines  independence,  but  only  after  a 
transition^  period  of  ten  years.  The  constitution^®  was  worked  out  by  a 
constituent  assembly  and  approved  by  the  Philippine  electors  in  a  referen¬ 
dum.  Foreign  policy  and  defence  remained  controlled  by  the  U.S.,  the 
Philippines  continued  to  be  under  the  American  flag  and  the  officials 
still  swore  allegiance  to  the  American  president.  The  United  States 
could  intervene  and  had  a  veto  right  in  parliament,  and  the  American 
Congress  retained  its  legislative  powers  in  questions  of  trade  and  tariffs. 
The  transitional  regime  was  called  a  “Commonwealth”  in  memory  of  the 
self-government  of  the  British  dominions,®®  but  the  restricted  Philippine 
autonomy  is  not  really  comparable.  Yet  the  constitution  provided  to 
surprisingly  smooth  collaboration  between  the  colonial  power  and  the 
nationalists;  no  doubt  this  was  in  large  measure  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
date  for  independence  had  been  set. 

The  Independence  Act  also  provided  for  a  transitional  period  in  tariff 
policy.  For  the  time  being  trade  was  to  remain  free,  although  with  fixed 
quotas  for  Philippine  products,  and  later  there  was  to  be  a  gradual 
increase  in  the  export  duty  until  all  tariff  preferences  were  abolished  in 
1946.  In  the  interests  of  American  exporters,  imports  into  the  Philippines 
remained  free,  however,  even  in  the  second  half  of  the  transitional 
period!  Here  Great  Britain  went  further,  for  in  1921  it  had  already 
granted  a  certain  tariff  sovereignty,  which  was  a  heavy  blow  to  the  British 
textile  industry.  The  American  secretary  of  agriculture  Wallace  also  fixed 
sugar  quotas  in  June  1934  which  were  far  below  the  Philippine  level  of 
production,  resulting  in  serious  market  difficulties.  The  same  applied  to 
cocoanut  exports.  The  New  York  Herald  Tribune  criticized  this  as  follows: 

The  iniquity  of  this  act  lies  not  only  in  its  injustice,  but  in  its  cynicism. 
The  ink  was  scarcely  dry  on  the  signature  of  the  new  independence  bill, 
which  specially  safeguards  the  Filipinos  against  the  arbitrary  closing  of  the 
American  markets  for  Philippine  products,  when  the  Senate  passes  this 
measure  which  violates  the  basic  principle  underlying  the  independence 
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bill.  .  .  .  With  one  hand  Congress  offered  independence  in  a  form  not 

desired  by  the  Filipinos  and  with  the  other  it  destines  them  to  ruin.®^ 

Since  only  6  percent  of  the  sugar  quota  could  be  imported  in  its 
refined  state,  opportunities  for  industrialization  were  limited.  The  Ameri¬ 
cans  were  critical  of  the  Philippine  Government’s  attempts  to  allot  public 
funds  for  industrialization,  partly  becuse  they  wanted  to  introduce  the 
principle  of  “free  enterprise”  into  the  developing  country,  partly  in  the 
interests  of  their  own  export  economy.  Tariff  protection  also  seemed 
impracticable.^  These  measures,  which  showed  little  evidence  of  good¬ 
will,  largely  prevented  the  Philippine  economy  from  being  able  to  adapt 
on  time  and  therefore  crudely  contradicted  the  purpose  of  the  transitional 
period!  Accordingly,  the  question  soon  arose  of  whether  the  1946  deadline 
could  be  kept,  and  pro-Philippine  writers  proposed  a  prolongation  of  the 
period  of  economic  adaptation.®®  In  1938  a  Philippine-American  com¬ 
mission  envisaged  postponing  it  to  i960,  thus  reopening  the  possibility 
rejected  in  1930-1932  of  a  combination  of  independence  and  retention 
of  preferences.®^  On  the  other  hand  the  Philippines’  dependence  on  the 
American  market  also  provided  America  with  an  argument  for  going 
back  on  the  promise  of  independence.  In  a  broadcast  on  14  May  1939 
High  Commissioner  McNutt  demanded  a  “realistic  re-examination”  of 
the  entire  complex;  foreign  policy,  tariffs,  immigration,  currency,  etc. 
should  remain  under  American  control,  while  the  Philippines  should 
obtain  preferences— though  the  quota  system  should  be  maintained  and 
American  producers  given  consideration!®® 

The  curious  discrepancy  between  the  ideology  of  freedom,  political 
far-sightedness  and  the  network  of  economic  interests  re-emerged  during 
the  final  phase  of  decolonization.  On  4  July  1946  President  Truman 
proclaimed  the  independence  of  the  Philippines,  thereby  keeping  the 
promise  of  1934  which  had  on  several  occasions  been  confirmed  during 
the  war.  Yet  the  liberated  colony  obtained  the  vitally  necessary  credits 
for  reconstruction  (400  million  dollars)  only  under  fairly  damaging  con¬ 
ditions.  The  Trade  Act  of  1946  (Bell  Bill)  extended  the  end  of  the 
period  of  adaptation  from  1946  to  1974  and  limited  the  quotas  of 
Philippine  exports  to  the  U.S.,  while  imports  from  America  remained 
tariff  and  quota  free  (until  1954).  The  result  was  excessive  imports  in 
luxury  consumer  goods,  a  loss  of  state  revenue  and  a  delay  in  industrializa¬ 
tion.  Even  worse,  the  pre-war  exporters,  predominantly  Americans,  were 
privileged  and  moreover  the  Americans  were  legally  equated  with  Philip¬ 
pine  citizens,  making  it  easier  for  them  to  mine  raw  materials.  The 
privilege  had  actually  required  an  amendment  to  the  Philippine  con¬ 
stitution!®®  Although  representatives  of  the  administration  and  Secretary 
of  State  Byrnes  made  it  clear  that  the  United  States  itself  was  responsible 
for  Philippine  dependence  on  the  American  market  and  that  America 
was  interested  in  a  healthy  development  of  the  Islands,  Congress  insisted 
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on  its  conditions.®^  Naturally  this  trade  agreement  met  decisive  opposition 
in  the  Philippines  and  was  interpreted  as  neo-imperialism,  i.e.  as  an 
attempt  to  counter  political  independence  with  economic  ties.  A  large  part 
of  the  goodwill  which  the  1946  proclamation  had  won  for  the  Americans 
was  lost  again.  It  was  the  same  in  the  military  field.  America  did  not 
agree  to  the  Philippines’  request  for  military  aid  against  the  Communist- 
controlled  Huks  until  the  Philippines  placed  military  bases  at  the  dis¬ 
posal  of  the  U.S.  in  March  1947  under  conditions  which  could  not 
but  irritate  national  sensibilities.®® 

Not  until  after  1955  were  economic  relations  and  military  agreements 
settled  on  a  more  or  less  bilateral  basis.  The  United  States  now  had  to 
conciliate  the  anti-Communist  governments  and  reduce  all  traces  of  former 
colonial  status  because  of  the  Bandung  conference  and  the  Chinese 
challenge..  At  the  risk  of  exaggeration  it  could  be  said  that  America  did  not 
bring  decolonization  to  an  end  until  1955,  several  years  after  the  British, 
Dutch,  and  French  withdrawal  from  the  vast  area  of  South-East  Asia! 


THE  UNSUCCESSFUL  COMMONWEALTH: 
THE  NETHERLANDS  IN  INDONESIA 


The  Dutch  position  in  South-East  Asia  is  comparable  to  Belgium’s  position 
in  Africa:  a  small  Western  European  state  without  international  aspira¬ 
tions  controlled  a  large  colonial  territory  of  great  economic  potential  and 
concentrated  its  efforts  on  systematic  exploitation.  The  economic  benefits 
of  this  policy  are  undeniable,  and  administrative  control  was  more  intensive 
than  in  the  British  or  the  French  Empire.  The  Dutch  administration  in 
Indonesia  and  the  Belgian  in  the  Congo  were  admired  by  English 
and  French  specialists  and  certain  aspects  of  the  native  policy  also  seemed 
worth  emulating,  especially  social  policy  in  the  Katanga  mines  and  Dutch 
attempts  to  prevent  the  disintegration  of  the  Indonesian  village  structure 
and  to  make  technical  advice  and  eash  credits  available  to  the  native 
farmers.  Both  the  Dutch  Indies  and  the  Belgian  Congo  seemed  to  be 
spared  emancipation  movements;  until  the  outbreak  of  the  Second  World 
War  the  Netherlands  could  feel  absolutely  secure  in  Indonesia,  like 
Belgium  in  the  Congo  until  the  1950s.  In  both  these  colonial  empires 
decolonization  was  unsuccessful,  however,  because  economic  exploitation 
and  social  paternalism  completely  overshadowed  political  questions  and 
the  colonial  powers  neither  envisaged  nor  prepared  for  gradual  dissocia¬ 
tion.  Finally  there  is  a  parallel  in  the  fact  that  the  Dutch  and  Belgian 
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colonial  administrations,  which  were  long  eonsidered  exemplary,  are  now 
judged  very  negatively. 

The  size  discrepancy  between  the  tiny  Netherlands  and  the  Indonesian 
archipelago,  whose  population  had  reached  seventy  million  in  1940,  ex¬ 
plains  why  special  forms  of  indirect  rule  were  provided  for  in  the  Dutch 
administration  and  formed  a  part  of  the  colonial  concept  from  the  start. 
It  was  only  natural  to  try  to  economize  on  administrative  staff  and  to 
utilize  existing  institutions  and  authorities.  In  the  eighteenth  century  the 
East  India  Company  had  signed  protectorate  agreements  with  Indonesian 
princes  and  forced  them  to  supply  certain  products.  In  the  nineteenth. 
Van  den  Bosch's  infamous  “culture  system”  employed  local  regents  and 
the  village  aristocracy  as  organs  of  repression.  In  the  “ethical  policy”  after 
1900,  by  contrast,  the  village  structure  was  to  be  maintained  and  en¬ 
couraged,  while  on  the  other  hand  the  former  loose  control  over  island 
life  was  to  be  tightened.  Like  Great  Britain  with  its  protectorate  in 
Malaya,  the  Netherlands  operated  on  a  “short  contract”  in  the  Outer 
Provinces. 

Article  118  of  the  basic  law  of  the  Dutch  Indies  stated  that  “in  so 
far  as  the  circumstances  admit  it,  the  native  population  will  be  left  under 
the  immediate  leadership  of  its  own  heads,  appointed  or  recognized  by 
the  Government”.^  This  principle  brought  the  Dutch  system  close  to  the 
British  one.  Indirect  rule  was  practised  on  two  levels.  On  the  “govern¬ 
ment  level”,  Indonesia  was  divided  into  government  land  and  native 
states;  of  these  four  were  in  Java,  the  other  265  in  the  Outer  Provinces. 
They  were  mostly  smaller  territories  of  several  tens  of  thousands  of 
inhabitants.  Unlike  the  protected  states  in  British  Malaya,  which  remained 
legally  independent,  the  Indonesian  native  states  were  part  of  the  Dutch 
territory.  Formally  the  administration  was  conducted  by  native  authorities, 
but  in  fact  the  Dutch  officials  “ruled”  The  very  closely  settled  govern¬ 
ment  land  of  Java  (93  percent  of  the  island)  was  divided  into  districts 
whose  seventy-six  appointed  regents  were  mostly  drawn  from  the  local 
aristocracy  and  formed  “a  hereditary  eolonial  officialdom”.^  Beside  the 
regent  stood  the  Dutch  resident,  in  analogy  to  the  British  district  officer. 
However,  the  colonial  expert  Fumivall  has  made  clear  a  distinct  difference: 
the  British  colonial  officer  was  primarily  a  magistrate  who  supervised  the 
application  of  the  law  and  collected  taxes  but  avoided  intervening  di¬ 
rectly  as  far  as  possible,  whereas  the  Dutch  resident  administered  directly, 
wanted  to  act  “positively”  and  treated  the  natives  in  a  paternalistic  fash¬ 
ion.^ 

Gontrol  was  relaxed  in  the  1920s  and  indirect  rule  was  democratized 
by  means  of  regents'  councils,  in  which  the  regent  acted  as  chairman. 
This  reduced  his  prestige  without  giving  the  Europeans  access  to  his 
office.  In  any  case  it  no  longer  proved  possible  to  cope  with  the  challenges 
of  a  modem  administration  and  a  crisis  began  to  emerge  in  indirect 
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rule,  with  tensions  increasing  between  the  traditional  upper  classes  and 
the  young  Western-trained  61ite,  as  had  happened  in  West  Africa.  The 
lower  level  of  indirect  rule  concerned  the  village,  which  was  to  be  cared 
for  by  a  welfare  policy.  Hygiene  measures,  road  building,  improvement 
of  agriculture,  establishment  of  elementary  schools,  etc.,  was  to  take  place 
within  the  traditional  village  structure  and  with  its  aid,  by  using  the 
village  leader’s  powers  of  compulsion  to  carry  through  reforms.  Under 
Dutch  paternalism,  “light  compulsion”  seemed  legitimate  and  forced 
labour  survived  within  the  villages.  We  referred  above  to  Furnivall,  a 
British  official  in  Burma,  who  compared  British  and  Dutch  methods. 
Britain  in  Burma,  particularly  in  Lower  Burma,  he  said,  confined  itself 
to  maintaining  law  and  order  and  made  allowances  for  the  rather  unique 
money  market  and  production,  which  had  led  to  a  disastrous  disintegration 
of  the  native  social  structure.  On  the  other  hand,  Dutch  paternalism  with 
its  dubiously  legal  “light  compulsion”  had  made  social  adaptation  easier 
and  had  done  positive  work  for  the  Indonesian  farmers.®  By  contrast, 
Emerson  in  1937  was  more  critical  of  the  system.  He  thought  the  authority 
of  the  local  leader  was  questionable  and  corruption  frequent.®  An  official 
report  in  1941  described  the  village  head  as  “almost  exclusively  an  instru¬ 
ment  of  the  government”.'^  In  fact  it  was  true  that  within  the  colonial 
system  the  traditional  leaders  took  on  an  authoritarian  character  and 
lost  their  credibility  with  the  population  and  could  therefore  hardly 
serve  as  instruments  of  “democratization”. 

The  economic  situation  was  equally  ambivalent.  The  acquisition  of 
landed  property  was  forbidden  to  non-Indonesians,  and  to  a  certain  extent 
this  managed  to  limit  the  advance  of  the  Europeans  and  the  Chinese. 
Farm  production  was  increased  by  the  “light  compulsion”,®  but  the 
European  plantations,  which  had  sufficient  capital  and  technical  power, 
produced  the  lion’s  share  (the  plantation  was  usually  on  leased  govern¬ 
ment  land  or  property  leased  from  Indonesians)  and  utilized  the  system 
of  compulsion  in  the  villages  for  their  own  ends.®  The  Indonesian  farmers’ 
indebtedness  to  Chinese  financiers  and  the  degradation  of  becoming  a 
tenant  on  one’s  own  property  was  inevitable,  largely  because  the  popula¬ 
tion  was  increasing  by  leaps  and  bounds — from  37.7  million  in  1905  to 
60.7  million  in  1930!  The  standard  of  living  did  not,  therefore,  rise,  even 
in  the  period  of  prosperity  before  1930^®  and  the  world-wide  depression 
had  catastrophic  effects.  Indonesia’s  dependence  on  the  world  market,  and 
the  dominating  position  which  the  Europeans  and  Chinese  occupied  in 
economic  life,  aroused  a  sense  of  frustration  among  the  Indonesian 
intelligentsia  who  began  to  feel  that  anti-capitalism  was  their  only  protec¬ 
tion  against  this  “alienation”. 

Indirect  rule  and  paternalistic  measures  were  combined  with  elements 
of  force  in  cultural  policy  too.  The  Dutch  made  little  attempt  at  cultural 
assimilation,  for  they  believed  in  the  different  character  and  independence 
of  Indonesian  culture  and  civilization.  Native  law,  adat,  was  submitted  to 
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intensive  research,  codified,  taught  to  trainee  colonial  oEcials  in  Leiden 
and  applied  in  Indonesia.  There  was  a  great  deal  of  religious  tolerance 
and  the  missions  were  not  very  active;  Islam  enjoyed  freedom  of  move¬ 
ment  and  the  Dutch  attitude  to  it  was  favorable;  however,  the  attempt 
to  separate  religion  from  politics  failed.^^  The  Dutch  language  was  not 
used  as  an  instrument  of  cultural  influence,  a  restraint  which  characteristi¬ 
cally  seemed  incomprehensible  to  a  French  observer. The  language,  apart 
from  the  vernaculars  and  Dutch,  was  a  "Bazaar  Malayan”,  which  made 
communication  easier  but  had  no  cultural  function.  Whether  this  served 
the  Dutch  colonials  as  a  means  of  dissociating  themselves  from  the 
Indonesians  and  thus  made  it  more  difficult  for  the  latter  to  rise  in  the 
social  scale  is  an  open  question. 

The  Dutch  did  not  try  to  Westernize  the  natives  and  attempted  to 
keep  the  number  of  Western-trained  ^lite,  who  would  be  the  future 
nationalists,  as  small  as  possible.  It  paid  no  great  attention  to  education, 
and  in  1940  the  number  of  illiterates  was  still  said  to  be  93.6  percent. 
There  was  a  technical  college  (1919),  a  college  of  law  (1924)  and  a 
medical  college  (1926),  yet  the  number  of  Indonesian  students  remained 
relatively  low.^^  Since  the  secondary  schools  and  colleges  demanded  high 
fees,  access  was  granted  primarily  to  Europeans  and  Chinese.  Professional 
opportunities  for  Western-trained  Indonesians  were  also  bad,  for  natives 
were  admitted  only  to  the  lower  ranks  of  the  administration  in  the 
plantations,  trade  and  industry,  while  public  administration  remained 
reserved  to  the  local  dignitaries  or  to  the  Dutch.  Moreover  the  anti¬ 
nationalist  Eurasians  enjoyed  an  extensive  monopoly  in  the  army  and 
the  police.  In  October  1940  only  221  of  the  3039  senior  officials  were 
Indonesians.^^  This  produced  the  frustrating  situation  that  while  the 
number  of  Western-trained  Indonesians  was  small,  most  of  them  still 
could  not  find  suitable  positions.  This  frustration  also  contributed  to 
the  rise  of  nationalism.^® 

The  development  of  representative  bodies  began  during  the  First  World 
War.  The  impulse,  as  in  the  local  councils  in  the  1903  decentralization 
law,  came  from  the  Dutch  colonists  who  demanded  a  certain  administrative 
autonomy  and  greater  freedom  from  the  mother  country.  In  1918  a 
peoples’  council  (volksraad)  with  consultative  powers  was  formed;  of  the 
thirty-nine  members,  fifteen  were  Indonesians,  some  elected,  some  ap¬ 
pointed.  The  new  Dutch  constitution  of  1922  deleted  the  words  “colonies 
and  possessions  in  other  parts  of  the  world”  and  declared  that  the  Dutch 
Indies  were  an  integral  part  of  the  kingdom— a  step  which  Great  Britain 
never  took  and  which  is  more  reminiscent  of  France.  So  the  Indonesians 
were  Dutch  citizens  with  franchise  in  their  domicile.  Just  as  the  Dutch 
colonials  were  represented  in  the  peoples’  council,  so  an  Indonesian 
Communist  was  a  member  of  the  Dutch  parliament  between  1933  and 
1940.^®  The  new  basic  law  for  Indonesia  in  1925  established  the  autonomy 
of  the  colony,  restricted  the  reserved  rights  of  the  Crown,  and  transferred 
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budget  and  legislative  powers  to  the  peoples’  council.  It  is  characteristic 
of  the  colony,  restricted  the  reserved  rights  of  the  Crown,  and  transferred 
behind  the  proposals  made  by  a  commission  of  experts  on  Indonesia 
and  that  the  second  chamber  managed  to  exert  a  delaying  influence.^^ 

The  new  volksraad  of  1927  had  sixty  members,  thirty-eight  elected 
and  twenty-two  appointed.  Of  the  elected  members  twenty  were  Indone¬ 
sians.  The  local  councils  served  as  electoral  colleges,  which  in  turn  largely 
consisted  of  ofiBcials.^®  But  unlike  Britain,  the  Netherlands  left  its  officials 
a  great  deal  of  freedom  of  political  opinion  and  even  tolerated  open 
criticism  of  the  pyemment.  But  the  government,  naturally,  had  means  of 
inffuence  and  guidance”.  The  local  councils  also  represented  rural  In¬ 
donesia,  while  the  town  councils,  particularly  the  one  in  Batavia,  effec¬ 
tively  privileged  the  Dutch  and  “governed”  on  the  Dutch  pattern.^®  The 
small  but  important  urban  middle  class  and  the  European-trained  in¬ 
telligentsia  were  therefore  under-represented  and  could  not  assert  them¬ 
selves  effectively  in  the  council.  The  government  was  aware  of  this 
discrepancy  and  occasionally  appointed  nationalist  leaders  members  of 
the  volksraad. 

The  powers  of  the  volksraad,  apart  from  the  governor’s  veto  and  the 
fact  that  the  chairman  of  the  council  was  appointed  by  the  government, 
were  legislative.  The  executive,  however,  remained  Dutch  and  directly 
responsible  to  The  Hague.  Only  one  field,  education,  was  directed  by 
Indonesians.  We  find  the  well-known  problem  of  representative  govern¬ 
ment  recurring:  although  the  council  could  criticize  openly,  it  could  not 
assume  government  responsibility,  while  at  the  same  time  the  national 
opposition  found  in  it  a  forum  for  propaganda.  One  could  compare 
the  volksraad  with  the  French  colonies’  financial  delegations,  in  so  far  as 
the  Dutch  colonials  obtained  control  of  the  budget  and  a  voice  in  economic 
policy.  The  common  roll  was  even  abolished  in  favour  of  radically  segregated 
electoral  bodies.  At  the  moment  when  a  European-trained  middle  class 
which  fulfilled  the  census  qualifications  was  emerging,  the  colonial  power 
introduced  separate  representation,  which  the  Indonesians  naturally  saw 
as  discrimination  in  the  interests  of  the  rulers;  this  gave  impetus  to  an 
anti-Dutch  campaign. 

What  were  the  Netherlands’  views  of  the  future?  How  did  the  Dutch 
intend  to  treat  the  nationalist  movement?  Was  the  tendency  towards 
future  self-government  or  towards  closer  association  with  the  mother 
country? 

Little  attention  was  evidently  devoted  to  these  questions  in  the  mother 
country.  The  pragmatic  Dutch  were  not  interested  in  problems  that  did 
not  yet  seem  acute.  What  is  probably  more  important  is  that  the  Nether¬ 
lands  developed  no  real  imperial  concept  or  ideology  and  therefore  did 
not  feel  obliged  to  consider  the  possibility  of  decolonization.  Whereas 
Britain  justified  its  domination  by  development  towards  self-government 
and  France  prided  itself  on  its  civilizing  mission  and  strove  for  a  lasting 


DECOLONIZATION 


492 

association  between  the  mother  country  and  the  overseas  territories,  the 
Netherlands  stayed  put. 

At  the  beginning  of  the  century  the  great  Islamist  Snouk  Hurgronje 
had  prophesied  a  progressive  Westernization  of  Indonesia  in  the  spirit 
of  liberal  reformism;  on  the  basis  of  this  he  envisaged  a  close  and  lasting 
association  between  the  Netherlands  and  Indonesia  which  would  come 
into  being  by  promoting  education,  including  natives  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  and  political  autonomy,^®  But  after  the  First  World  War  the  belief 
in  association  or  assimilation  weakened.  Van  Vollenhoven,  who  trained 
the  administrative  elite  in  Leiden,  started  out  from  the  assumption  that 
there  were  clearly  two  different  civilizations.  Alhough  in  1922  he  sup¬ 
ported  liberal  reforms,  and  Dutch  officials  intensified  the  “reintegration  of 
Indonesian  life”  in  the  local  sphere,^^  this  policy  had  no  practical  purpose 
and  bore  a  definite  conservative  accent,  since  the  much-praised  indirect 
rule  was  played  off  against  the  new  nationalism  and  the  bureaucratic 
machinery  was  designed  to  guarantee  future  Dutch  domination.^^ 

The  question  of  the  future  aroused  comparably  little  interest  among 
political  writers.  Much  was  said  about  future  autonomy,  but  little  dis¬ 
tinction  was  made  between  administrative  autonomy  under  Dutch  leader¬ 
ship  and  political  autonomy  as  a  first  step  towards  Indonesian  self-govern¬ 
ment.^®  Kat  Angelino  spoke  in  his  comprehensive  work  of  a  “Greater 
Netherlands  Commonwealth”,  a  community  of  peoples  of  difierent  civiliza¬ 
tions,  but  without  giving  more  details  or  discussing  institutional  issues.®^ 
Hendrik  Colijn,  leader  of  the  “anti-revolutionary”  (i.e.  conservative)  party 
in  the  mother  country  and  prime  minister  from  1933  to  1939,  was  highly 
critical  of  the  institution  of  thfe  yolksrcuid.  He  thought  that  since  Indonesia 
was  a  unit  only  in  a  geographic  sense,  it  must  therefore  be  given  a  federal 
structure.  Since  responsible  government  or  even  the  inclusion  of  Indone¬ 
sians  in  the  executive  was  inconceivable  or  at  least  impracticable,  the 
volksraad  could  be  nothing  more  than  a  stage  for  polemic.  Colijn 
proposed  setting  up  two  autonomous  provinces,  Java  and  Sumatra,  which 
would  each  be  divided  into  territories.  The  Indonesians  would  receive 
political  rights  and  direct  responsibility  in  the  provincial  administration; 
general  issues  outside  provincial  responsibilities  should  remain  reserved  to 
Dutch  control.®® 

No  doubt  much  could  be  said  in  favour  of  a  federal  structure  in  the 
archipelago,  and  a  wide  area  of  responsibility  for  the  local  institutions 
of  self-government  would  have  been  very  useful,  Colijn,  however,  was  not 
thinking  in  terms  of  self-government,  starting  from  the  provinces,  as  the 
British  did  in  India,  but  believed  that  the  emancipation  movements  could 
be  driven  out  into  the  provinces  and  thereby  maintain  colonial  rule  in 
the  centre  for  an  indefinite  period.®®  To  what  extent  the  efforts  at  admin¬ 
istrative  decentralization  during  the  1930s  were  aimed  at  this  is  difficult 
to  assess. 

In  Indonesia  itself  the  journal  De  Stuw  became  the  mouthpiece  of  a 
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small  group  of  intellectuals  who  explicitly  dissociated  themselves  from 
official  policy  and  demanded  an  autonomous  republic  which  would  have 
only  loose  ties  with  the  mother  country— presumably  on  the  lines  of  the 
British  Commonwealth.  Such  theories,  however,  seemed  too  radical  in  the 
1930s  and  encountered  little  sympathy.  More  important  was  a  collective 
movement  of  conservative  forces,  the  “Vaderlandische  Club”  (fatherland 
club),  which  was  founded  in  1929  in  reaction  to  the  agitation  in  1926- 
1927.  It  was  a  typical  colonial  European  organization,  which  openly 
supported  repression  of  the  nationalist  “agitators”  and  proclaimed  that 
there  were  indissoluble  ties  between  Indonesia  and  Holland.  One  of 
the  leaders  of  the  club  declared  in  the  volksraad  in  1939  that  the  “ethical 
policy”  was  outdated;  Indonesian  society  could  never  become  economically 
self-sufficient  and  required  strict  Dutch  guidance  within  an  imperial  econ¬ 
omy  Colijn’s  conservative  government  also  supported  these  theses, 
so  that  Governor-General  de  Jonge  (1931-1936),  a  former  director  of  the 
Royal  Dutch,  could  declare:  “We  have  ruled  here  for  three  hundred 
years  with  the  whip  and  the  club,  and  we  shall  still  be  doing  it  in 
another  three  hundred  years.”^®  Anyone  who  wanted  “independence” 
could  be  accused  of  treason.^®  In  the  yolksraad  in  1936  very  moderate 
Indonesians  passed  a  motion  calling  for  a  conference  which  would  discuss 
a  kind  of  ten-year  plan  for  self-government— within  the  Dutch  constitu¬ 
tion.  This  would  have  made  it  possible  to  obtain  some  collaboration 
from  the  nationalists,  but  the  Dutch  Government  was  not  prepared  before 
World  War  II  to  consider  self-government  and  sternly  rejected  the  proposal 
in  1938;  it  would  be  better,  it  said,  to  promote  administrative  decentraliza¬ 
tion  than  to  introduce  a  fundamental  reform  of  the  political  structure.®'^ 

We  should  recall  here  that  Ceylon  had  had  semi-responsible  government 
since  1931  and  Burma  since  1935-1937,  each  with  its  own  government 
responsible  to  an  elected  legislative  council.  In  1934  the  Philippines  ob¬ 
tained  a  deadline  for  independence.  But  the  Netherlands  would  not 
contemplate  dissociation.  Indonesia  “belonged”  to  the  mother  country, 
was  a  part  of  the  national  territory  and  a  source  of  Dutch  wealth.  The 
Dutch  colonial  concept  stood  between  that  of  England  and  that  of 
France,  with  the  exception  that  there  was  no  provision  made  for  future 
decolonization.  Vague  references  were  made  to  an  association  between 
two  autonomous  areas  under  the  Dutch  Crown,  but  in  effect  the  Dutch 
simply  defended  the  status  quo  and  tried  to  evade  the  question  of  the 
future.  The  paternalistic  policy  had  some  positive  achievements  to  boast, 
but  the  nationalists  naturally  saw  it  as  a  form  of  ruthless  colonialism  which 
offered  no  hope  of  reform  and  therefore  provoked  radical  attitudes. 

Even  after  the  outbreak  of  the  Second  World  War  and  the  Japanese 
invasion  the  government  did  not  feel  impelled  to  adopt  a  more  flexible 
attitude.  A  new  Indonesian  proposal  in  the  yolksraad  (the  Wihowo 
resolution  of  February  1940)  asked  for  an  imperial  conference  to  pre¬ 
pare  for  a  responsible  parliamentary  system;  it  was  rejected,  after  the 
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invasion,  on  the  grounds  that  the  responsibility  for  such  a  conference 
lay  with  the  Dutch  parliament  which,  however,  could  not  take  action  at 
the  moment.®^  Even  the  modest  proposal  of  replacing  the  official  de¬ 
scription  “Inlander”  by  “Indonesian”  and  “Dutch  Indies”  by  “Indonesia” 
was  rejected.  It  is  understandable  that  the  Indonesians  reacted  sharply 
to  this  tactical  error!^^  A  commission  was  set  up  in  September  1940  under 
the  chairmanship  of  Visman  but  it  only  submitted  its  report  in  December 
1941.  It  said  Indonesians  and  Europeans  should  have  full  equal  rights 
but  the  archipelago  should  obtain  autonomy,  with  an  imperial  council 
as  superordinate  body.®^  But  these  proposals  were  too  vague  and  came 
too  late  to  have  any  effect.  Many  Indonesians  welcomed  the  Japanese 
as  liberators  and  a  large  part  of  the  nationalist  opposition  proved  willing 
to  collaborate  with  the  occupying  forces. 

At  first  the  Dutch  government-in-exile  in  London  continued  to  pursue 
its  former  policy.  After  the  war,  it  said,  a  conference  with  representatives 
from  the  mother  country,  Indonesia  and  Surinam  would  meet  to  discuss 
the  future— no  decision  could  be  made  until  then.  In  October  1942  in 
an  article  in  Foreign  Affairs  the  foreign  minister.  Van  Kleffens,  sharply 
attacked  American  anti-colonialism  and  the  Americans'  phrases  about 
democracy,  independence  and  self-determination,  “as  if  these  were  con¬ 
stant  values  for  all  times  and  for  all  circumstances  ...  we  still  are  blind 
to  what  the  world  really  needs” In  South-East  Asia  the  requirements 
for  independence  were  non-existent,  and  in  any  case  the  yolksraad  had 
legislative  power  “for  practically  all  Indian  affairs”.  Dutch  colonial  policy 
adhered  to  the  Atlantic  Charter,  asserted  the  foreign  minister,  although 
he  also  stressed  that  the  Indonesian  archipelago  would  remain  “part  of 
the  Kingdom  of  the  Netherlands”  and  that  only  the  constitution  of 
Indonesia  and  its  position  within  the  Dutch  kingdom  were  open  to  dis¬ 
cussion. 

Shortly  afterwards,  on  6  December,  the  Dutch  government  in-exile 
found  itself  obliged,  probably  under  American  pressure,  to  take  a  stand 
on  post-war  policy.  A  declaration  by  Queen  Wilhelmina  stated: 

I  am  convinced,  and  history  as  well  as  reports  from  the  occupied  ter¬ 
ritories  confirm  me  in  this,  that  after  the  war  it  will  be  possible  to 
reconstruct  the  Kingdom  on  the  solid  foundation  of  complete  partner¬ 
ship,  which  will  mean  the  consummation  of  all  that  has  been  developed 
in  the  past.  I  know  that  no  political  unity  nor  national  cohesion  can 
continue  to  exist  which  is  not  supported  by  the  voluntary  acceptance  and 
the  faith  of  the  great  majority  of  the  citizens.  I  know  that  the  Netherlands 
more  than  ever  feels  its  responsibility  for  the  vigorous  growth  of  the 
Overseas  Territories  and  the  Indonesians  recognize  in  the  ever  increasing 
collaboration  the  best  guarantee  for  the  recovery  of  their  peace  and 
happiness.  The  war  years  have  proved  that  both  peoples  possess  the  will 
and  the  ability  for  harmonious  and  voluntary  co-operation.  ...  I  visualize, 
without  anticipating  the  recommendations  of  the  future  conference,  that 
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they  will  be  directed  towards  a  Commonwealth  in  which  the  Netherlands, 
Indonesia,  Surinam  and  Curasao  will  participate,  with  complete  self-re¬ 
liance  and  freedom  of  conduct  for  each  part  regarding  its  internal  affairs, 
but  with  the  readiness  to  render  mutual  assistance.  .  .  . 

It  is  my  opinion  that  such  a  combination  of  independence  and  col¬ 
laboration  can  give  the  Kingdom  and  its  parts  the  strength  to  carry  fully 
their  responsibility,  both  internally  and  externally.  This  would  leave  no 
room  for  discrimination  according  to  race  or  nationality;  only  the  ability  of 
the  individual  citizens  and  the  needs  of  the  various  groups  of  the  population 
will  determine  the  policy  of  the  government.^® 

This  declaration,  which  followed  on  the  heels  of  a  number  of  pro¬ 
posals  between  the  wars  and  then  became  the  basis  of  the  Indonesia 
policy  after  1945,  stated  the  Dutch  concept  of  decolonization.  It  shows 
how  the  -terminology  had  changed  during  the  war.  Anti-imperialist  state¬ 
ments  now  seemed  necessary  and  the  declaration  spoke  of  partnership;  the 
term  “Commonwealth”  was  used  to  express  the  association  of  inde¬ 
pendence  and  collaboration.  It  did  not  imply  the  British  system,  however, 
but  a  form  of  federation  in  which  the  individual  parts  of  the  Empire 
would  have  internal  autonomy  while  foreign  policy,  defence,  and  also 
tariff  and  currency  questions  were  decided  by  superordinate  imperial 
bodies.  The  Dutch  concept  is  actually  more  comparable  to  the  French 
Union  with  its  associated  states.  The  December  1942  declaration  did  not 
describe  the  federal  structure  in  detail  but  left  this  to  later  conferences, 
raising  the  question  of  whether  the  Dutch  were  really  prepared  to  transfer 
external  sovereignty  to  federal  bodies.  What  kind  of  autonomy  was 
Indonesia  to  have?  Did  the  Dutch  intend  to  accept  an  Indonesian  Govern¬ 
ment,  or  did  they  believe  they  would  be  able  to  guarantee  their  influence 
by  means  of  a  veto  right  and  special  powers  for  the  governor? 

It  would  be  wrong  to  judge  the  queen’s  declaration  and  similar  pro¬ 
nouncements®®  only  by  their  lack  of  success  in  implementation.  In 
contrast  to  the  rigidly  conservative  pre-war  attitude,  they  at  least  pro¬ 
claimed  the  principle  and  guide-lines  of  a  generous  reform  policy  which 
complied  with  the  demands  of  the  moderate  nationalists  and  seemed  to 
promise  better  relations.  And  we  must  not  forget  that  Van  Mook,  who 
had  a  part  in  formulating  the  declaration  of  6  December  and  played 
a  very  important  role  in  the  following  years,  was  a  member  of  the  Stuw 
movement  and  a  proponent  of  a  liberal  policy.®^  Under  “normal”  cir¬ 
cumstances  and  if  Indonesia  had  remained  under  Dutch  rule  during  the 
war,  there  would  surely  have  been  some  chance  of  gradually  pursuing 
emancipation  and  improving  relations  with  the  former  colonial  power 
by  negotiation. 

The  Japanese  occupation  created  an  entirely  new  situation  whose 
effects  were  either  not  recognized  or  not  taken  sufficiently  into  account 
by  the  Dutch  government-in-exile.®®  As  in  Indochina,  Japan  not  only 
removed  the  colonial  administration  and  dealt  a  severe  blow  to  the 
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European  power,  but  also  disseminated  systematic  anti-Dutch  propaganda 
and  managed  to  enlist  the  Indonesian  nationalists  in  its  own  purposes. 
The  Japanese  released  nationalist  leaders  from  prison,  formed  a  representa¬ 
tive  council  under  Sukarno,  set  up  an  Indonesian  army  and  created 
youth  associations.  In  October  1944,  Japan  promised  independence  and 
set  up  a  constitutional  commission  which  prepared  the  Republic  of 
Indonesia,  which  was  proclaimed  on  17  August  1945,  a  few  days  before 
the  Japanese  capitulation,  by  Sukarno  and  Hatta.  A  constitution  was 
approved  on  short  notice  and  a  cabinet  set  up.  Japanese  weapons  were 
used  to  arm  at  least  rudimentary  forces.  Much  like  the  French  in  Indo¬ 
china,  the  Dutch  now  found  themselves,  at  the  moment  when  they 
wanted  to  resume  their  pre-war  position,  faced  with  the  fait  accompli 
of  a  proclaimed  republic  controlled  by  the  young  and  radical  generation 
of  nationalists  who  had  refused  to  collaborate  with  the  colonial  power 
before  the  war  and  had  spent  several  years  in  exile. 

Van  Mook  had  counted  on  a  strong  national  movement  but  not  on 
finding  an  already  established  republic.  Like  the  French  Government,  the 
Dutch  now  asked  itself  whether  it  should  recognize  this  republic  and 
in  what  form.  The  returning  colonial  power  had  few  troops  at  its  dis¬ 
posal  and  was  dependent  on  Allied  help.  But  Lord  Mountbatten,  the 
high  commander  on  this  front,  was,  as  Dutch  historians  all  too  willingly 
overlook,  the  representative  of  a  distinctly  liberal  policy  and  he  showed 
much  goodwill  to  the  nationalists  in  Burma.  So  it  is  understandable  that 
he  would  not  install  strong  military  forces  in  Indonesia  or  engage  in 
open  battle  with  the  Republic.  The  English  even  recognized  the  Re¬ 
public  de  facto  and  called  on  the  Dutch  to  begin  negotiations.  But  the 
Dutch  saw  the  Republic  as  a  regime  set  up  by  Japan,  and  wanted  to  arrest 
the  members  of  the  government  as  collaborators  and  traitors  rather  than 
consider  them  legitimate  partners.  In  November  1945  Van  Mook  made 
a  declaration  to  this  effect:  the  Netherlands  recognized  Indonesian  aspira¬ 
tions  to  nationhood  and  was  prepared  for  friendly  co-operation  within 
the  “Commonwealth”;  Indonesians  would  obtain  a  considerable  majority 
in  the  volksraad  and  could  form  a  ministerial  council  under  the  governor- 
general.®®  This  declaration  reaffirmed  that  of  6  December  and  indicated 
a  decisive  step  forward  by  comparison  with  pre-war  times;  but  by  1945 
it  was  overtaken  by  events.  For  there  was  no  talk  of  accepting  a  Re¬ 
public  of  Indonesia,  and  the  Dutch  officially  ignored  its  existence.  Van 
Mook,  who  represented  the  mother  country  in  Indonesia,  was  still  under 
pressure  from  his  own  conservative  government.^® 

We  have  no  space  here  to  outline  the  subsequent  laborious  negotia¬ 
tions,  the  numerous  proposals  and  counterproposals,  the  ineffectual  argu¬ 
ments,  the  intervention  of  the  United  Nations  and  two  Dutch  “police 
actions”.  We  shall  confine  ourselves  to  a  few  comments  on  Dutch  policy. 

The  Netherlands  had  to  start  negotiating  with  the  Republic  and 
accept  Indonesia’s  right  to  decide  its  destiny,  i.e.  to  agree  to  the  planned 
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association  with  the  mother  country  or  to  choose  independence.  The 
Dutch  claimed  that  for  the  time  being  they  still  held  the  only  sovereign 
power  in  the  archipelago  while  the  Republic  pointed  out  that  it  existed 
de  facto  and  demanded  bilateral  negotiations.  Only  after  France,  on 
6  March  1946,  had  accepted  Ho  Chi  Minh’s  republic  as  part  of  the 
federation  of  Indochina  did  the  Dutch  accept  the  Indonesian  Republic. 
Indonesia  for  its  part  agreed  to  this  and,  for  the  time  being  at  least, 
gave  up  its  claim  to  represent  the  entire  archipelago  as  a  sovereign  re¬ 
public. 

At  the  conference  of  Manilo  in  Celebes,  the  Dutch  tried  to  gain  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Outer  Provinces  that  were  not  in  the  Republic  and  to  install 
autonomous  governments  which  were  to  have  equal  rights  within  the 
federation.  For  this  manoeuvre  the  Dutch  exploited  the  traditional  dis¬ 
trust  of  Java  and  the  local  sense  of  patriotism  in  order  to  exaggerate  the 
opposition  to  the  Republic  and  to  deny  its  claim  to  leadership.  In  this 
way  they  hoped  to  assume  a  decisive  role  in  the  federation  of  Indonesia 
and  the  proposed  Union.  This  is  a  striking  parallel  to  the  situation  in 
Indochina  and  the  attempts  of  the  French  Government  to  neutralize 
the  republic  of  Ho  Chi  Minh!  But  the  agreement  of  Linggadjali  (27 
March  1947)  forced  the  Dutch  to  recognize  the  de  facto  authority  of 
the  Republic  over  Java  and  Sumatra,  who  for  their  part  declared  them¬ 
selves  willing  to  enter  into  a  federation  with  two  other  republics,  which 
would  then  associate  itself  with  the  mother  country.  However,  the  Dutch 
did  not  manage  to  create  a  basis  of  trust  and  each  of  the  two  “partners” 
tried  to  build  up  positions  of  power  in  the  territory  of  the  other.  The 
Dutch  began  an  economic  blockade  and  after  the  Catholic  party  came 
to  power  it  embarked  on  its  first  “police  action”,  which  started  on  21 
July  1947  and  ended  with  the  armistice  on  17  January  1948.  On  9 
March  1948  an  interim  federal  government  was  unilaterally  announced, 
consisting  of  the  governor-general  and  a  majority  of  Dutch  department 
heads;  the  Republic  had  to  accept  the  conditions  laid  down  by  the 
colonial  power  before  the  real  government  of  the  “United  States  of 
Indonesia”  was  formed.  In  addition  the  Dutch  wanted  to  incorporate  the 
Republic  with  the  other  autonomous  territories  on  a  parity  basis  only 
and  wanted,  as  far  as  possible,  to  totally  “liquidate”  it  in  the  transitional 
period. 

The  Republic  saw  through  this  manoeuvre  and  stressed  that  the  com¬ 
plete  preponderance  this  would  give  Java  utterly  excluded  parity  rep¬ 
resentation;  it  dismissed  the  other  territories  as  products  of  Dutch 
“neo-colonialism”.  A  short-term  ultimatum  was  finally  followed,  on  19  De¬ 
cember  1948,  by  the  second  Dutch  “police  action”.  But  although  the  police 
occupied  the  most  important  towns  of  Java  and  Sumatra  it  did  not 
manage  to  put  an  end  to  the  guerrilla  warfare.  At  this  point  the  United 
Nations  intervened  and  the  United  States,  which  had  hitherto  tried  to 
mediate,  openly  attacked  Dutch  actions.  On  1  August  1949  a  cease-fire 
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was  agreed  and  on  2  November,  afer  a  round-table  conferenee,  an  agree¬ 
ment  was  signed  in  The  Hague  by  whieh  the  Netherlands  pledged  itself  to 
transfer  its  entire  Indonesian  Empire,  with  the  exception  of  West  New 
Guinea,  to  the  United  States  of  Indonesia,  which  was  to  consist  of  the 
Republic  together  with  fifteen  other  autonomous  states  and  would  be  a 
partner  in  a  Dutch-Indonesia  Union.  The  “partners”  were  independent 
sovereign  states,  although  they  recognized  the  Dutch  queen  as  head  of 
the  union.  So,  instead  of  the  federation  proclaimed  on  6  December 
1942  a  kind  of  Commonwealth  had  now  come  into  being.  But  this  non- 
British  Commonwealth  did  not  prove  viable  and  was  terminated  by 
Indonesia  in  1954.  After  the  withdrawal  of  the  Dutch,  the  Republic  had, 
as  expected,  very  quickly  managed  to  assert  its  claim  to  leadership. 

Great  Britain  had  promised  autonomy  to  India,  Burma  and  Ceylon 
during  the  war  and  full  self-government  after  the  war.  This  was  the 
decisive  reason  why  a  surprisingly  smooth  decolonization  had  been  pos¬ 
sible  after  1945  in  spite  of  severe  tensions  and  numerous  clashes.  The 
Labour  government  had  curtailed  the  transitional  periods  and  by  changing 
course  on  time  had  created  a  basis  of  trust  which  made  possible  an 
orderly  transfer  of  power  and  made  it  seem  advantageous  to  the  former 
colonies  to  remain  within  the  Commonwealth.  Even  in  Burma  in  the 
early  post-colonial  era  there  was  a  considerable  amount  of  collaboration 
with  the  mother  country.  France  and  the  Netherlands,  by  contrast,  also 
forced  during  the  Second  World  War  to  formulate  a  decolonization  pro¬ 
gramme,  did  not  feel  obliged  to  acknowledge  demands  for  independence 
and  contented  themselves  with  very  vague  promises  of  autonomy  within 
a  federated  whole,  in  which  their  own  political  and  economic  influence 
would  remain  secure.  In  a  sense  France  and  the  Netherlands  had  the 
misfortune  of  having  their  colonial  empires  occupied  by  Japan,  for  this 
destroyed  the  preconditions  for  the  realization  of  their  programmes. 
The  claim  to  independence  and  power  of  the  revolutionary,  nationalist 
republics,  which  the  two  colonial  powers  found  on  their  return,  could 
not  be  reconciled  with  a  federal  system  which  conceded  some  autonomy 
but  no  external  sovereignty.  It  was  relatively  easy  for  Britain  to  give  in 
to  Burma,  although  it  did  so  hesitantly  by  force  of  circumstances,  be¬ 
cause  it  had  long  since  accepted  the  principle  of  independence  and 
only  the  ways  and  means  of  transferring  power  now  came  under  dis¬ 
cussion;  but  it  was  more  natural  for  France  and  the  Netherlands  to 
manoeuvre  in  an  attempt  to  neutralize  the  forces  that  were  insisting  on 
independence.  To  negotiate  with  the  revolutionary  nationalists  seemed 
to  the  Dutch  to  compromise  their  purpose  from  the  start  and  to  imply 
the  renunciation  of  the  former  colony.  In  retrospect  it  has  become  clear 
that  a  gradual  transfer  of  power  that  complied  with  the  interests  of  the 
colonial  power  would  have  been  possible  only  if  a  timely  agreement  had 
been  reached.  Like  Mountbatten  in  Burma  and  Leclerc  in  Tonkin, 
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Van  Mook  and  the  Socialist  overseas  minister  Logemann  seem  to  have 
come  to  this  conclusion  after  their  initial  reluctance: 

There  is  only  one  realistic  approach  from  our  side,  alongside  of  which  all 
else  is  pure  fantasy;  and  that  is  that  if  we  wish  to  solve  this  problem  in  a 
way  which  will  stand  the  criticism  of  world  history,  then  we  must,  with  all 
the  earnestness  and  sincerity  that  is  in  us  .  .  .  aim  at  eo-operation  with 
the  nationalistic  group  of  Sjahrir  and  therewith  to  reach  agreement.  There 
is  no  other  way.^i 

But  neither  Leclerc  nor  Van  Mook  and  Logemann  managed  to  con¬ 
vince  their  own  governments,  whereas  England  had  the  good  fortune 
to  have  a  Labour  government  during  the  critieal  transitional  period. 
Unlike  in  India  and  Burma,  it  was  impossible  to  create  a  basis  of  trust 
in  Indochina  and  Indonesia.  Both  sides  distrusted  each  other,  tried  to 
outmanoeuvre  each  other,  and  finally  turned  to  sabotage,  terrorism  and 
military  action.  The  Dutch  would  no  doubt  have  succeeded  in  con¬ 
quering  Indonesia  by  force,  but  they  could  hardly  hope  to  really  pacify 
or  stabilize  it.  As  in  Indochina,  the  Japanese  oceupation  had  destroyed 
the  nimbus  of  undefeatable  colonial  power  and  had  roused  revolutionary 
national  voices  which  could  not  easily  be  silenced  again.  France  took 
the  Indochinese  war  upon  itself;  the  Netherlands,  by  eontrast,  "capitu¬ 
lated”  under  pressure  from  the  United  Nations.  In  both  cases  the 
transfer  of  power  was  unilaterally  forced  on  the  colonial  power,  which 
thus  lost  most  of  its  political  and  economic  position. 


BELGIAN  PATERNALISM  IN  THE  CONGO 


The  former  Belgian  Congo  is  located  between  British  West  Africa  and 
British  East  Africa.  While  the  western  part  has  access  to  the  Atlantic 
via  Leopoldville  and  has  an  economie  strueture  similar  to  the  former 
French  Congo,  Katanga,  a  mining  area  ehiefly  producing  copper,  gold, 
diamonds  and  uranium,  direetly  borders  on  Northern  Rhodesia  in  the 
east.  This  intermediate  position  had  a  strong  effect  on  Belgian  eolonial 
policy,  which  can  be  said  to  have  stood  "between”  France  and  Great 
Britain.  The  "originality”  of  Belgian  colonial  policy,  as  of  Dutch,  re¬ 
sided  primarily  in  the  fact  that  it  was  guided  neither  by  the  eoneept  of 
integration  nor  by  the  gradual  grant  of  self-government;  Belgium  hoped 
that  a  poliey  of  paternalism  would  enable  it  to  avoid  decolonization 
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and  that  the  empiricism  upon  which  it  prided  itself  would  prevent  it 
from  having  to  enter  into  any  “irrelevant”  discussion  on  methods  or 
ultimate  aims. 

It  is  well-known  how  Belgium  became  a  colonial  power  more  or  less 
against  its  wishes.  A  self-willed  king  took  part  as  a  “private  person”  in  the 
partition  of  Africa,  acquired  a  colony  and  acted  as  ruler  over  “his” 
Congo  Free  State.  It  was  only  in  1908,  when  the  ruthless  exploitation 
provoked  a  wave  of  international  protest  which  compromised  Belgium, 
that  it  was  forced  to  take  over  the  royal  heritage.  Soon,  however,  Belgium 
came  to  terms  with  its  position  as  an  important  colonial  power.  It  was 
proud  of  is  kingdom  and  actively  embarked  on  the  economic  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  Congo  with  its  wealth  of  raw  materials.  Belgium,  which  had 
no  overseas  commercial  tradition  like  the  Netherlands  and  France,  also 
had  no  concept  of  Empire  or  sense  of  mission.  Instead,  it  was  an  industrial 
nation  interested  in  economic  development  and  responsive  to  social 
issues.  The  pragmatic  and  in  some  respects  dubious  combination  of  a 
capitalist  industrial  society  and  a  Catholic  mission  in  the  most  “primitive” 
and  culturally  backward  area  of  Africa  stamped  the  character  of  Belgium's 
Congo  policy. 

A  few  comments  will  suflEce  to  outline  economic  and  social  policy.^  Like 
France,  during  the  First  and  again  in  the  Second  World  War,  Belgium 
became  aware  of  the  importance  of  its  colony— not,  it  is  true,  as  a 
potential  area  of  recruitment  for  soldiers  and  labour,  but  as  a  source 
of  wealth  and  a  supplier  of  foreign  exchange.^  The  colonial  minister 
Louis  Franck  (1919-1924)  hastened  the  economic  development  and 
placed  major  emphasis  on  the  mining  provinces  of  Katanga  and  Kasai. 
There,  owing  to  the  heritage  of  the  Free  State,  the  mining  concerns' 
great  need  of  capital  and  the  development  of  communications,  a  few 
large  concerns  (Societe  generale.  Union  Miniere,  Brufina,  Forminiere, 
etc.)  controlled  the  economy.  The  Belgian  state  was  directly  involved 
in  these  societies,  and  was  interested  in  obtaining  high  rates  of  profit, 
since  between  40  and  50  percent  of  the  state  revenues  consisted  of 
taxes  from  these  concerns.®  Naturally  these  large  corporations  in  Belgium 
as  in  Leopoldville,  took  part  in  formulating  colonial  policy,  but  the  extent 
of  their  influence  will  have  to  be  assessed  by  future  historians.  The 
Second  World  War  presented  a  great  opportunity  for  development  by 
giving  added  impetus  to  mining,  which,  thanks  to  the  great  American 
need  for  raw  materials,  continued  after  the  war.  Belgium  began  at  an 
early  date  to  establish  and  to  encourage  local  industries  and  in  1949-1950 
it  began  a  ten-year  plan  with  the  aim  of  improving  communications  and 
supplying  energy,  but  which  also  made  resources  available  for  building 
towns,  for  native  settlements  and  for  education. 

The  Congo  distributed  several  large  concessions  for  plantations.  Lever- 
hulme,  later  Unilever,  had  already  addressed  requests  to  this  effect 
to  the  colonial  administration  of  British  West  Africa  but  had  been  refused 
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because  London  was  resolved  to  concentrate  on  the  African  producers 
and  considered  plantations  incompatible  with  indirect  rule.  But  Belgium 
had  no  such  reluctance.^  In  fact,  however,  its  settlers  policy  was  very 
modest.  In  1955  colonists  represented  only  10  percent  of  the  ap¬ 
proximately  190,000  Europeans,  and  they  were  concentrated  in  the 
provinces  of  Kivu  and  Katanga.  After  the  Second  World  War  the  ad¬ 
ministration  was  more  careful  about  giving  land  to  settlers  in  order 
to  avoid  a  clash  with  the  Africans,  as  had  happened  in  East  Africa,  and 
to  prevent  the  establishment  of  settlers'  reservations  and  political  claims.® 
The  natives  supplied  cotton  for  export,  but  concentrated  on  food  for 
local  consumption. 

The  coal,  iron  and  steel  industries,  the  construction  and  communications 
and  the  plantations  needed  a  high  quota  of  labour.  In  Katanga  alone 
in  1924,  eighty  thousand  workers  were  engaged  in  production.  But  the 
Congo  was  thinly  settled  and  since,  moreover,  production  was  still  con¬ 
centrated  in  only  a  few  regions,  the  local  labour  supply  was  inadequate. 
So  the  need  for  labour  became  a  focal  point  of  the  discussion  in  the 
1920s.®  Africans  were  hired  in  remote  districts  by  recruitment  agencies 
with  the  “help”  of  the  administration,  often  by  very  dubious  methods. 
This  had  the  usual  social  effects:  while  the  villages  emptied  and  social 
life  disintegrated,  the  workers  who  were  torn  out  of  their  tribal  order 
and  unprepared  for  industrial  life  settled  in  the  mining  areas.  The  ad¬ 
ministration  attempted  to  intervene:  only  a  set  percentage  of  natives 
should  migrate  and  recruitment  was  to  be  allowed  only  under  certain 
circumstances;  the  distribution  of  new  concessions  was  to  be  made  de¬ 
pendent  on  the  availability  of  labour.  The  Union  Miniere  tried  to 
counteract  fluctuations  in  the  labour  force  by  building  settlements  and 
instituting  social  welfare,  and  much  was  achieved  by  this  society  during 
the  Second  World  War — as  is  acknowledged  by  even  the  most  critical 
observers.'^  The  contrast  with  the  miserable  conditions  in  Rhodesia  at 
the  time  was  striking.  It  is  clear  that  the  rapid  expansion  and  high  profits 
with  low  wages  made  this  social  policy  easier  to  pursue.  Its  paternalist 
character  is  equally  evident:  while  the  society  built  settlements,  schools 
and  hospitals,  it  did  not  allow  any  real  unions,  thus  effectively  con¬ 
trolling  the  social  and  political  activity  of  African  labour. 

The  Congo  Government  followed  the  example  set  by  the  mining 
societies.  In  the  1950s  it  initiated  a  respectable  programme  for  building 
“Cites  Africaines”,  particularly  in  the  outskirts  of  Leopoldville,  and  im¬ 
proved  medical  and  social  care.®  It  could  not,  however,  keep  pace  with 
the  rapid  increase  in  population  in  the  towns.®  Yet  there  is  no  doubt 
that  the  Belgian  administration  achieved  outstanding  results  in  this  field 
and  was  in  advance  of  the  other  eolonial  powers  in  several  respects. 

The  Belgians  liked,  and  still  like,  to  stress  that  unlike  in  British  East 
Africa,  there  was  no  eolour  bar  in  the  Congo.  It  is  true  that  no  job  was 
reserved  to  whites,  and  unlike  in  Rhodesia  the  mining  societies  began 
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early  to  train  qualified  labour.  Tlie  same  applied  to  the  administration. 
Opportunities  for  advancement  were  limited,  however,  on  the  one  hand 
by  the  training  facilities,  and  on  the  other  by  what  was  in  effect  a  real 
colour  bar.  For  it  remained  unwritten  law  that  all  important  posts  were 
occupied  by  Europeans.  There  was  strict  social  segregation,  partly  legalized 
by  regulations,  in  the  residential  quarters,  in  transport,  in  cafes,  and  of 
course  in  social  intercourse.  The  difference  between  Brazzaville  and  the 
Congo  would  strike  any  traveller:  there,  there  were  “French  citizens”, 
while  in  the  Congo  there  were  modern  towns  and  progressive  welfare 
measures  but  a  strict  division  according  to  colour.^®  It  was  not  until 
1954  that  colonial  ministers,  govemors-general  and  finally  King  Baudouin 
began  to  reject  segregation  and  to  call  on  their  fellow-countrymen  to 
“collaborate”  with  the  Africans.  Regulations  were  altered,  schools  inte¬ 
grated,  etc.^^  So  the  relaxing  of  discrimination  began  rather  late;  it  met 
with  resistance  from  the  whites  and  contrasted  with  the  rapid  formation 
of  an  African  middle  class,  which  assumed  an  organizational  form  in 
1954  with  the  administratively  promoted  “Association  des  Classes  Moyen- 
nes  Africaines”. 

Educational  policy  also  went  its  special  way  in  the  Belgian  Congo.  Like 
Britain,  Belgium  left  education  largely  to  the  missions.  By  1946  the 
Congo  had  a  school  attendance  rate  of  56  percent,  in  1958  the  per¬ 
centage  was  77.5,  as  opposed  to  only  34.8  in  the  French  territories.^^ 
Yet  education  remained  largely  restricted  to  the  lowest  grades,’^®  for  its 
purpose  was  to  train  labour  and  a  lower  cadre  for  the  economy  and  the 
administration.  At  the  top  stood  the  numerous  medical  and  agrarian 
assistants,  who  could  not,  however,  rise  to  become  doctors  or  agronomists. 
University  education  in  Europe  was  prevented  as  far  as  possible  and 
the  Congo  only  obtained  its  two  universities  in  1954  and  1956.  One 
hundred  and  ten  students  were  registered  in  1957-1958.  Here  the  con¬ 
trast  with  British  and  French  policy  becomes  particularly  striking;  they 
tried  to  train  an  elite  and  provided  access  to  university  education  at 
an  early  date.  France  based  its  policy  on  cultural  assimilation  and  Eng¬ 
land  on  the  idea  of  self-government,  while  Belgium  concentrated  instead 
on  economic  development  which,  for  social  reasons,  required  a  broad 
basis  of  “civilized  Africans”  before  Belgium  could  grant  access  to 
university  education.  Belgian  political  writers  therefore  very  frequently 
attacked  the  semi-literacy,  the  “arrogance  of  the  intellectuals”  and  the 
danger  of  disintegration  in  African  society.  But  the  frequent  emphasis 
on  the  difference  between  African  and  European  civilization  and  the 
backwardness  of  the  Congo  was  in  curious  contradiction  to  the  situation 
in  French  Equatorial  Africa  and  above  all  to  the  fact  that  the  Belgian 
missions  trained  African  priests  at  an  early  date  and  that  Rome  ap¬ 
pointed  an  autochthonous  bishop:  so  the  Congolese  were  capable  of 
completing  Catholic  theological  training  (some  in  Rome),  but  not  of 
becoming  doctors,  agronomists  or  engineers. 
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The  political  aims  of  this  much-praised  Belgian  educational  policy 
are  self-evident!  Africans  were  needed  as  an  industrial  and  administrative 
cadre,  but  must  not  jeopardize  colonial  domination.  A  Western-trained 
61ite  was  always  the  nucleus  of  nationalist  opposition  and  therefore  was  a 
threat.  In  1955  Henri  Depage,  in  a  treatise  published  by  the  colonial 
academy,  took  note  of  the  quiet  in  the  Congo,  and  asked  whether 
Belgium  had  not  simply  postponed  the  “possibility  of  defeat”  and 
“whether  we  must  not  fear  a  terrible  awakening”;  but  he  still  limited 
university  education  to  teaching  natural  sciences,  medicine  and  agronomy, 
for 

it  is  not  desirable  either  to  teach  Law  in  a  country  where  the  law  has  not 
yet  taken  shape  [I]  or  to  immediately  give  natives  a  profession — that  of 
lawyer — of  which  one  can  say  that  it  sometimes  lives  only  on  the  retributions 
of  others  [!];  and  with  regard  to  the  applied  sciences  (engineering),  to 
give  natives  a  profession  which  must  normally  place  them  in  a  position  of 
command  over  a  considerable  number  of  black  workers  whom  their  work 
condemns  to  live  together  in  close  agglomerations.^^ 

So  the  Congolese  should  not  be  trained  as  lawyers  or  engineers,  although 
Leopoldville  and  Elisabethville  had  now  developed  into  modem  towns 
and  an  industrial  society  was  taking  shape  in  some  regions.  The 
Africans  were  to  be  kept  out  of  precisely  those  two  professions  which 
chiefly  supplied  the  upper  cadre  of  the  economy,  administration  and 
politics!  Later,  when  the  Congolese  became  politically  active  and  claimed 
a  part  of  the  leadership,  their  demand  was  rejected  on  the  grounds  that 
such  cadres  did  not  yet  exist.  The  fact  that  Belgium  promoted  economic 
development,  the  educational  system  and  even  the  training  of  lower 
technical  cadres  more  than  the  other  colonial  powers  while  at  the 
same  time  it  arbitrarily  limited  opportunities  for  cultural  and  thereby 
social  advancement  in  the  hope  that  this  would  ensure  better  and  more 
lasting  law  and  order  in  the  Congo  than  in  the  neighbouring  territories 
plagued  by  “agitators”— this  was  a  paradox  of  which  Belgium  did  not 
become  aware  until  1959-1960,  i.e.  when  it  granted  independence.^® 
The  administration  itself  was  also  in  a  sense  intermediate  between 
that  of  France  and  Britain.  The  1908  colonial  charter  had  declared  that 
the  Congo  was  part  of  the  national  territory,  yet  the  colony  remained 
subject  to  special  legislation.  This  was  enforced  by  royal  decree  and  thus 
lay  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  colonial  ministry.  The  governor-general 
could  issue  an  ordinance,  but  it  had  to  be  confirmed  by  decree  within 
six  months.  These  strong  centralist  tendencies  were  also  reflected  in  the 
fact  that  the  Belgian  Parliament  was  responsible  for  conferring  conces¬ 
sions  and  offering  subscriptions  for  loans  and  had  to  grant  its  approval 
of  the  annual  Congolese  budget — a  regulation  unknown  in  both  France 
and  England.  In  addition,  while  an  annual  report  was  submitted  to 
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the  parliament,  it  was  hardly  discussed^®  The  Belgian  parliamentarians 
showed  just  as  little  interest  in  colonial  policy  as  their  British  and 
French  colleagues. 

Beside  the  governor-general  stood  the  “Conseil  de  Gouvemement”, 
which  after  its  reorganization  in  1947  included  the  heads  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration,  sixteen  representatives  of  economic  groups  (chamber  of 
commerce,  settlers,  employees,  etc.),  some  appointed  notables  and  eight 
representatives  of  African  interests.  The  African  representatives  were  ex¬ 
clusively  Congolese  from  1951  onwards.  This  council,  which  to  a  certain 
extent  represented  the  interests  of  the  Europeans,  met  annually  but 
only  for  a  few  days  and  was  purely  consultative.  The  same  applied  to  the 
six  provincial  councils.  These  institutions  are  comparable  to  the  institu¬ 
tions  in  French  Africa  rather  than  to  the  legislative  assemblies  in  British 
Africa.  But  in  the  French  system  the  less  important  colonial  assemblies 
were  at  least  sustained  by  franchise  and  parliamentary  representation  of 
white  and  black  citizens;  in  the  Congo,  by  contrast,  not  even  the  Bel¬ 
gians  had  franchise.  Evidently  the  colonial  administration  did  not  want 
to  lay  itself  open  to  pressure  from  the  settlers  and  the  mining  societies 
and  at  the  same  time  wanted  to  avoid  being  accused  of  discriminating 
against  the  Africans.  Until  the  Second  World  War  the  contrast  with  the 
situation  in  the  British  and  French  Empires  was,  perhaps,  not  so  great; 
but  after  1945  when  France  and  England  made  structural  reforms  which 
gave  Africans  some  political  responsibility,  Belgium  contented  itself  with 
secondary  measures  which  finally  resulted  in  the  failure  of  decolonization 
in  i960. 

The  higher  administrative  service  was  closed  to  the  Africans  until  the 
i95os.^'^  On  1  January  i960  there  were  only  thirty-three  African  higher 
officials  in  Katanga,  of  whom  seventeen  were  employed  in  the  depart¬ 
ment  of  agriculture  and  seven  in  the  health  service.  In  Leopoldville 
three  cabinet  attaches  and  a  few  mayors  of  suburban  communities  were 
African  and  there  were  ten  African  adjutants  in  the  Force  publique, 
but  no  black  officers.  Even  in  comparison  with  French  Equatorial  Africa 
the  diEerence  is  striking. 

After  the  First  World  War  Belgium  adopted  the  methods  of  indirect 
rule  in  native  administration.  Until  then,  the  chiefs  had  perhaps  been 
recognized  as  supporters  of  the  administration,  but  Belgium  had  evolved 
no  systematic  native  policy.  Rebellious  tribes  were  dissolved,  while  others 
were  split  by  dividing  up  the  province,  or  fragmented  when  Belgium 
appointed  clan  leaders  as  chiefs— quite  apart  from  the  decimation  due  to 
forced  labour,  migration,  etc.  In  1917  the  number  of  tribal  units  had 
risen  to  6095,  resulting  in  a  state  of  near  anarchy.^®  Louis  Franck  was 
particularly  concerned  after  the  war  with  appointing  the  “right”  chief, 
establishing  new  borders,  clarifying  juridical  power .  and  with  levying 
taxes  to  pay  for  village  expenses.^®  Units  that  were  too  small  were 
amalgamated  into  a  secteur  with  a  council  of  chiefs;  each  sector  was  to 
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have  its  own  law  court,  school  and  sanitary  service.  Outside  the  in¬ 
dustrial  centres  this  resulted  in  a  certain  amount  of  stability.  But  it 
would  be  wrong  to  draw  a  comparison  with  Northern  Nigeria,  for  there 
were  only  larger  and  more  closely  organized  tribal  states  in  the  mandated 
territory  of  Ruanda-Urundi.  Many  of  the  same  problems  emerged  in 
the  Congo  as  in  Southern  Nigeria  and  the  French  territories;  many  of 
the  units  were  too  small  and  the  chiefs  too  “primitive”  to  satisfy  the 
requirements  of  a  modern  administration.  Attempts  to  edueate  the  sons 
of  chiefs  met  resistance  from  the  missions.^®  No  attempts  were  made  until 
1957  convert  the  chefferie  into  a  modernized  local  government  which 
would  also  take  account  of  the  European-trained  African,  which  was 
ten  years  later  than  in  the  French  and  British  territories.  Once  again 
it  becomes  apparent  how  late  the  criticism  of  traditional  policy  began; 
but  then  the  former,  allegedly  so  successful,  methods  were  denouneed  as 
a  total  failure.^^ 

In  1931  Belgium  made  an  interesting  attempt  to  set  up  centres  extra- 
coutumiers  (extra-customary  centres)  which  were  to  give  a  new  solidarity 
to  the  masses  tom  from  their  tribal  order.  They  seem  to  have  funetioned 
rather  well,  with  a  eouncil  of  appointed  representatives  of  the  different 
tribes  and  an  appointed  ehief;  but  in  the  1950s  they  were  replaced  by 
the  Cites  africaines.  The  1957  “Statut  des  villes”  separated  the  European 
and  African  quarters  of  the  towns;  the  first  elections  for  the  post  of 
African  mayor  in  the  Cites  afrieaines  were  held  in  Deeember. 

After  all  that,  it  is  hardly  surprising  to  find  no  evidence  of  a  Belgian 
doetrine  of  deeolonization  until  long  after  the  Seeond  World  War. 
Decolonization  was  scarcely  even  mentioned  in  colonial  political  writings 
or  oflScial-pronouncements,  and  it  is  tempting  here  to  speak  of  a  deliberate 
depoliticization  of  colonial  policy.  It  seemed  ridieulous  to  envisage  a 
possible  end  to  Belgian  rule,  for  Belgium  assumed  that  the  immense 
Congo  with  its  backward  African  inhabitants  would  need  European  ad¬ 
ministration  for  decades  to  come.  Belgium  thought  it  was  pursuing 
economic  development  and  fulfilling  its  civilizing  task  in  an  exemplary 
fashion  since  it  had  long  since  replaced  the  former  policy  of  exploitation 
by  a  paternalistic  native  policy  which  accomplished  its  purpose  and 
justified  Belgian  rule.  In  the  name  of  indireet  rule  Louis  Franck,  a  rep¬ 
resentative  spokesman  of  the  early  1920s,  rejeeted  assimilation:  he  said 
the  question  was  one  of  the  protection  and  development  of  existing 
institutions  and  the  training  of  “better  Africans”,  not  of  the  dubious 
transplanting  of  elements  of  European  eivilization.22  As  in  the  British 
Empire,  the  vemaeular  was  used  in  the  lower  grades  in  the  sehools,  and 
the  overall  educational  system  was  not  based  on  the  idea  of  an  as¬ 
similated  African  dlite;  the  Congo  was  a  part  of  the  national  territory, 
but  it  had  no  institution  of  naturalization  and  the  eolour  bar  maintained 
racial  segregation.  On  the  other  hand,  there  was  no  question  of  its  being 
a  white  man’s  country  like  East  Africa,  or  of  self-government  either.  In- 
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direct  rule  was  not  so  much  a  means  of  future  self-government  as  a  tool 
for  the  protection  of  the  autochthonous  society  which  largely  remained 
a-political.^®  On  25  July  1933,  no  less  than  the  Duke  of  Brabant, 
later  King  Leopold  III,  stood  before  the  senate  and  accused  the  Belgian 
colonial  system  of  treating  the  native  inhabitants  as  a  “tool  of  production". 
The  real  interests  of  the  colony  demanded 

the  moral  and  material  advancement  of  the  native.  Let  us  establish  con¬ 
tact  with  him.  Let  us  try  to  know  him.  Let  us  meet  him  resolutely  on  the 
human  plane  where  our  solidarities  can  assert  themselves  and  our  interests 
merge. 

At  the  same  time  the  duke  demanded  an  intensive  promotion  of  native 
agriculture,^^  which  his  son.  King  Baudouin,  followed  up  in  1955. 

Governor-General  Pierre  Ryckmans  (1934-1947)  can  be  taken  as  rep¬ 
resentative  of  the  official  Belgian  “colonial  doctrine”  in  the  1930s.  In  his 
highly  respected  book  Dominer  pour  servir  (1931),  in  which  he  coined 
the  slogan  “to  make  the  Blacks  known  (faire  connaitre  les  Noirs),  he 
described  different  features  of  African  society  and  tried  to  gain  sympathy 
and  support  from  readers  at  home  for  the  plight  of  the  colony  after  the 
depression.  He  said  it  was  a  paradoxical  misconception  of  the  situation 
to  want  to  further  increase  taxation  in  order  to  obtain  the  necessary 
funds  for  economic  development.  Loans  would  also  burden  the  future 
development  of  the  Gongo.  The  Belgian  state  should  take  over  the 
so-called  expenses  of  sovereignty,  for  “the  Force  publique  does  not  de¬ 
fend  the  Gongo;  it  defends  the  Empire  of  Belgium  in  the  Gongo” 
Since  Ryckmans  did  not  expect  direct  help  from  budget  funds,  he  hoped 
this  method  would  give  access  to  more  money  for  investment  and 
civilizing  tasks.  In  1956  the  reformer  Van  Bilsen  reiterated  this  demand.^® 
In  1934  Ryckmans  clearly  opposed  the  settlers’  demands  and  criticized 
the  all-too  frequent  change  of  colonial  minister  and  the  lack  of  under¬ 
standing  exhibited  by  many  of  the  colonial  officials  for  the  complex 
and  difficult  position  of  the  chiefs.  He  advocated  actively  promoting 
education  and  countered  the  current  attacks  on  the  alleged  arrogance 
of  the  evoluesP  Ryckmans’  position  in  Belgium  is  comparable  to  that  of 
Albert  Sarraut  in  France.  Gharacteristically,  he  did  not  refer  to  the  future 
or  to  the  possibility  of  representative  institutions,  but  contented  him¬ 
self  with  calling  on  his  country  to  fulfil  its  ruling  mission  in  the  sense 
of  this  being  the  white  man’s  burden.^® 

Unlike  in  Britain  and  France,  the  Second  World  War  did  not  inspire 
any  serious  colonial  discussion  in  Belgium.^®  The  Gongo  experienced  a 
phase  of  prosperity,  largely  thanks  to  the  uranium  discovery  which  made 
it  possible  to  build  the  American  atom  bomb;  there  was  no  national 
African  opposition  as  yet.  From  1945  to  1947  the  colonial  minister,  God¬ 
ding,  actively  carried  out  social  reforms  (establishment  of  works  councils. 
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Fonds  du  Bien-etre  Indigene,  Cites  africaines,  calls  on  the  Congolese  to 
form  their  own  groups  and  elubs  and  to  create  an  African  press).®®  In  July 
1946  Governor-General  Ryckmans  said;  “Tlie  mass  of  natives  is  badly 
housed,  badly  nourished,  illiterate;  destined  to  sickness  and  premature 
death”.  These  were  words  which  his  deputy  Leo  Petillon  reiterated,  in  an 
attempt  to  make  known  Belgium’s  great  tasks;  but  they  encountered  op¬ 
position  from  colonialist  circles.®^  Ryckmans  believed  emancipation  must 
begin  at  the  base  and  only  when  the  masses  were  civilized  could  the  Con¬ 
golese  obtain  political  responsibility.  In  other  words,  he  left  the  problems 
to  be  faced  by  the  next  generation.  He  did  not  question  the  ruling  struc¬ 
ture,  and  Belgian  colonial  policy  remained  depoliticized.®®  “The  political 
problem  is  not  yet  raised”,  said  Ryckmans  in  1948,  clearly  setting  the 
Congo  apart  from  the  British  and  French  colonial  Empires.®® 

In  1948  a  “Charte  de  merite  civique”  was  introduced,  which  conferred 
a  special  status  between  that  of  native  and  European  on  the  rapidly 
increasing  number  of  evolues.  In  1952  an  immatriculation  law  also  gave 
the  evolues  the  opportunity  to  be  legally  equated  with  the  Belgians. 
These  measures  were  of  an  assimilative  kind,  reminiscent  of  the  statute 
of  the  evolues  in  French  Equatorial  Africa  in  1942  and  of  French 
naturalization  legislation  in  general.  As  in  the  case  of  French  naturaliza¬ 
tion,  the  immatriculation  law  required  the  African  to  make  an  application 
which  the  administration  would  examine  as  to  the  standard  of  civilization 
— with  the  result  that  the  number  of  legally  assimilated  Africans  remained 
small  in  the  Congo  too.  Unlike  in  French  Black  Africa,  immatriculation 
was  not  associated  with  political  rights  in  the  Congo  since  not  even  the 
Belgians  had  franchise. 

The  Congo  discussion  between  1950  and  1955,  in  which  the  colonial 
minister,  Pierre  Wigny  (initiator  of  the  ten-year  plan),  administrators 
and  university  teachers  and  also  Governor-General  Petillon  and  even  the 
king  (cf.  his  speech  in  Leopoldville  on  17  May  1955)  took  part,  led  to  the 
following  theses®^: 

The  much-praised  and  allegedly  specifically  Belgian  attitude  of  “patient 
empiricism”®®  no  longer  seemed  sufficient  to  some  writers.  They  said 
Belgium  needed  a  “doctrine”;  the  administration  must  have  an  aim  and 
must  offer  the  Congolese  elite  a  future,  “a  hope”.  “Where  have  we  got 
in  the  Congo?  Let  us  have  the  honesty  to  admit  that  we  have  got 
practically  nowhere.”®®  By  comparison  with  France  and  England,  Belgium 
was  some  ten  years  behind. 

The  political  emancipation  of  the  Congo — “in  the  measure  of  its 
capacity” — now  emerged  as  a  topic  of  discussion.  It  was  to  begin  in  local 
affairs.  It  had  been  a  mistake,  it  was  now  asserted,  to  appoint  Africans 
to  the  government  council  and  the  provincial  councils  while  they  had 
no  part  in  local  administration.®^  The  1957  Statut  des  Villes  was  to 
contribute  towards  correcting  this. 

Belgium  still  felt  obliged  to  reject  the  political  demands  of  the  Belgian 
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settleis;  they  were  restless,  it  was  alleged,  not  the  natives!^®  This  is 
reminiscent  of  the  situation  in  British  East  Africa  in  the  1920s.  Indeed, 
Belgium  liked  to  compare  the  Congo  with  Rhodesia  or  Kenya,  rather 
than  with  West  Africa,  describing  an  autocratic  colonial  administration 
as  the  right  means  of  ensuring  the  natives’  interests. 

The  “official”  efforts  to  remove  the  colour  bar  were  mentioned  earlier. 
Even  the  king  and  the  governor-general  challenged  the  whites  to  change 
their  attitude.  This  was  followed  by  administrative  measures,  which  forced 
colonialist  circles  to  prove  that  they  were  progressive  and  ready  to  “col¬ 
laborate”.®® 

The  vague  idea  of  a  “Belgo-Congolese  community”  of  a  somewhat 
“integrated”  nature  was  discussed.^®  Its  protagonists  were  obviously  think¬ 
ing  in  terms  of  the  French  overseas  territories  that  had  obtained  a  degree 
of  administrative  autonomy  in  1946,  without  this  having  impaired  France’s 
sovereignty.  Governor-General  Petillon  was  a  prominent  exponent  of 
this  thesis,  which  was  then  taken  over  by  Golonial  Minister  Buisseret, 
although  in  October  1954  the  latter  had  still  warned  against  “precipitous 
not  fully  prepared  measures”  and  had  wanted  to  concentrate  on  economic 
development,  for  “the  rest  will  come”.^^  Pierre  Wigny  considered  dis¬ 
sociation  possible  but  not  inevitable;  just  as  Flemings  and  Walloons  lived 
together  in  Belgium,  he  said,  so  there  could  be  a  community  of  Belgians 
and  Gongolese.  Wigny  wanted  to  give  one  Gongolese  Belgian  civil  rights, 
which,  he  said,  did  not  preclude  extensive  autonomy  or  a  temporary 
renunciation  of  franchise.  Children,  he  added,  had  no  franchise  either! 
Even  Wigny  still  thought  of  Congolese  elections  and  a  Congolese  legisla¬ 
ture  as  only  remote  possibilities,^®  although  the  Africans  in  neighbouring 
Brazzaville  had  had  their  own  territorial  assembly  for  years  and  elected 
deputies  to  the  parliament. 

The  Belgian  Socialist  party,  which  had  hitherto  paid  little  attention 
to  the  Congo,  formulated  its  doctrine  at  an  extraordinary  party  congress 
in  the  summer  of  1956.  The  aim  of  its  policy  was  “autonomous 
government”,  which  would  be  achieved  by  means  of  gradual  democ¬ 
ratization,  a  single  college,  and  the  abolition  of  discrimination.  The 
Socialists  spoke  of  a  “future  federation”,  but  even  for  them  this  did 
not  yet  seem  a  matter  of  concern.^® 

But  did  the  Congo  have  time  to  prepare  for  autonomy  from  below? 
Pierre  Ryckmans  asked:  “Will  thirty  years  of  peaceful  progress  be  given 
to  us?”  “We  are  no  longer  quite  free,”  he  said,  “to  set  the  pace  of 
progress  according  to  reason  only.  Yet  I  am  full  of  hope”.^^  But  Ryck¬ 
mans  was  an  exception;  other  writers  did  not  raise  this  question  and 
seemed  to  have  either  overlooked  or  made  light  of  the  “African  revolution” 
outside  the  Congo.^®  Belgium  was  convinced  that  it  stood  outside  the 
general  trend  towards  decolonization  and  that  it  could  continue  to  pursue 
its  allegedly  successful  policies  in  the  Congo.  “Our  charter  of  1908  con¬ 
tains  all  that  San  Francisco  proposes.  The  English  and  French  colonial 
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policies  are  chiefly  remarkable  for  their  violent  and  grave  failures”'^®; 
this  appears  to  have  been  the  popular  view.  Colonial  Minister  Buisseret 
said  to  an  American  journalist  on  2  November  1954: 

We  have  temporarily  postponed  political  reforms,  as  we  believe  that 
economic  expansion  and  efforts  to  improve  the  social  structure  should  come 
first.  We  believe  that  this  policy  is  bound  to  create  the  fundamental 
conditions  for  peaceful  coexistence  in  the  framework  of  economic  and 
social  progress.^^ 

In  December  1955  and  February  1956,  however,  a  lecturer  at  the 
colonial  institute  in  Antwerp,  J.  J.  Van  Bilsen,  outlined  a  well-defined 
reform  programme.^®  He  called  attention  to  the  international  situation 
and  the  emancipation  movements  in  Africa,  saying  that  Belgium  could 
not  ignore  them.  Traditional  paternalism  was  no  longer  adequate  and 
Belgium  must  keep  in  touch  with  new  developments.  This  required  not 
only  political  institutions,  even  at  the  centre,  but  also  planning  for  the 
future  and  above  all  “elite  planning”.  Instead  of  clinging  to  the  assertion 
that  the  Congo  was  not  yet  ripe  for  political  emancipation,  one  should 
ereate  a  basis  for  it  and  try  to  hasten  the  process.  Instead  thousands 
of  Africans  were  being  barred  from  access  to  university  edueation  and 
from  positions  of  authority.  Van  Bilsen  demanded  a  special  fund  to  make 
university  education  in  Belgium  available  to  capable  Congolese.  He  also 
realized  that  in  comparison  to  France,  Belgium  exerted  little  assimilative 
attraction,  but  he  still  hoped  for  a  Congolese  federation  that  would 
establish  loose  ties  with  the  mother  country.  This  was  the  first  time  the 
principle  of  a  future  independent  Congo  had  been  voiced;  Van  Bilsen 
thought  that  a  process  of  deeolonization  spread  over  thirty  years  with 
the  help  of  time-limits  would  create  the  conditions  for  an  orderly  transfer 
of  power;  it  would  also  show  the  authenticity  of  Belgian  efforts  and 
might  thereby  gain  the  co-operation  of  the  Congolese.  This  was  a  real 
diversion  from  the  traditional  paternalism  and  the  programme  outlined 
a  poliey  of  development  in  aceordance  with  the  Congo’s  special  situation. 

Van  Bilsen ’s  essay,  whieh  represents  a  decisive  break-through  in  Bel¬ 
gium’s  Congo  poliey,  encountered  violent  resistance  in  colonialist  circles. 
The  influential  Revue  coloniale  beige  tried  to  ignore  it,^®  while  at  the  same 
time  attacking  the  “horrifying  idea  of  fixing  a  delay  of  thirty  years  to  the 
political  emancipation  of  the  colony”.®®  Uecho  du  Katanga  spoke  of 
“insane  propositions”  which  demonstrated  a  willingness  “to  weleome  the 
grave-diggers”.®^  Even  the  eolonial  minister,  Buisseret,  classed  Van  Bilsen 
among  the  irresponsible  strategists  who  fixed  dates.  Thirty  years  seemed 
much  too  short  a  transition  period  for  the  emancipation  which  Belgium 
so  earnestly  elaimed  to  be  initiating— an  attitude  which  is  all  the  more 
surprising  in  that  Ryekmans  had  also  spoken  of  a  thirty-year  period  and 
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had  even  asked  whether  Belgium  could  expect  such  a  long  “period  of 
indulgence”  at  all. 

Van  Bilsen’s  “Plan  de  trente  ans”  also  incited  the  Congolese  to  take  a 
stand.  In  July  and  August  1965  the  Manifeste  de  Conscience  Africaine 
(Ileo)  and  the  counter-manifesto  of  the  Abako  (Kasavubu)  appeared, 
demanding  parliamentary  institutions  with  legislative  responsibilities  and 
a  plan  for  emancipation;  the  Congolese  themselves  found  a  period  of 
thirty  years  acceptable.®^ 

This  might  have  been  the  right  moment  to  begin  talks  with  the  first 
organizations  of  evolues  and  to  determine  the  framework  for  a  gradual 
emancipation;  Lumumba  was  prepared  to  do  so  at  the  time.®®  But  the 
colonial  minister  and  the  governor-general  ignored  the  manifesto  and 
developed  no  initiatives  of  their  own.  The  administration  saw  no  need 
for  urgency. 

In  spite  of  all  these  efforts  even  the  progressive  proposals  and  time¬ 
limits  suggested  by  Van  Bilsen  soon  proved  unsatisfactory.  In  1956  the 
French  parliament  passed  the  Loi  Cadre  which  established  an  African 
government  in  Brazzaville.  Ghana  became  independent  a  year  later.  In 
1958  several  hundred  Congolese  visited  the  world  exhibition  in  Brussels 
—an  event  which  played  a  considerable  part  in  the  creation  of  a  rudi¬ 
mentary  Congolese  “national  consciousness”.  On  24  August  General  de 
Gaulle  gave  the  Africans  on  the  other  side  of  the  Gongo  River  the  choice 
between  loose  ties  with  France  and  full  independence.  Finally,  in  De¬ 
cember,  the  Pan-African  conference  met  in  Acera  and  Lumumba  attended 
it  as  representative  of  the  Mouvement  National  Congolais.  The  era  when 
the  Gongo  stood  outside  the  revolutionary  movement  was  clearly  drawing 
to  an  end,  and  Belgium  was  becoming  aware  of  this.®^ 

However,  the  new  Christian  Socialist  government  did  not  set  up  a 
commission  for  the  preparation  of  political  reforms  until  after  the  1958 
parliamentary  elections.  The  commission  submitted  its  report  in  December. 
Petition,  who  had  become  colonial  minister,  realized  the  urgency  of 
making  a  new  beginning  and  even  spoke  of  “decolonization”,  but  he 
had  to  retreat  under  the  influence  of  conservative  and  colonialist  circles. 
The  hopes  that  the  government  would  issue  a  declaration  and  promise 
future  independence  on  18  October  (for  the  fiftieth  anniversary  of  the 
Belgian  Congo),  which  would  become  a  basis  for  talks  with  the  Congolese, 
proved  unfounded.®®  The  declaration  was  planned  for  13  January.  Mean¬ 
while  there  were  the  riots  of  4-7  January  1959.  Europeans  were  attacked 
in  the  African  suburbs  of  Leopoldville,  houses  were  looted,  schools  and 
mission  buildings  set  on  fire.  The  Force  publique  and  Belgian  troops 
intervened  and  Congolese  leaders  were  arrested. 

The  riots  in  Leopoldville,  which  had  economic,  social  and  political 
sources,  can  be  compared  to  those  in  the  Gold  Goast-  in  1948  and  the 
Ivory  Goast  in  1949.  Like  the  British  and  French  at  the  time,  the 
Belgian  administration  was  taken  by  surprise  and  showed  astonishment 
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at  the  extent  of  the  pent-up  resentment  and  anti-European  feelings  which 
had  now  broken  loose.  The  revolt  was  an  indication  that  the  time  had 
come  for  a  change  of  course  and  resulted  in  the  introduction  of  de¬ 
colonization.  But  whereas  Britain  and  France  still  had  time  to  grant 
autonomy  and  independence  in  stages  and  to  “control”  developments, 
Belgium  was  now  pressed  and  believed  that  it  would  have  to  take 
great  steps  to  catch  up. 

A  week  after  the  riots,  on  13  January,  the  king  made  the  promised 
declaration  which  stated,  among  other  things:  “.  .  .  it  is  our  firm  resolve 
today  to  conduct,  without  disastrous  delays,  but  without  ill-considered 
precipitation,  the  Congolese  peoples  towards  independence  in  prosperity 
and  peace”.®®  The  government  also  announced  a  reform  programme, 
based  on  the  report  of  experts®^: 


Belgium  intends  to  organize  a  democracy  in  the  Congo  capable  of  exercising 
the  prerogatives  of  sovereignty  and  of  deciding  on  its  independence. 
.  .  .  The  realization  of  the  ultimate  objective  will  be  pursued  without 
trouble  and  with  the  collaboration  of  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  Congo. 
The  p>ower  of  decision  will  gradually  be  left  in  their  hands  in  more  and 
more  vast  fields  and  in  democratic  forms,  in  step  with  the  transformation 
of  the  institutions  which  will  take  place  in  a  progressive  but  accelerated 
manner.  ...  At  the  end  of  this  evolution  it  is  desirable,  in  the  interests 
of  the  two  countries,  that  associative  ties  should  be  maintained  between 
the  Congo  and  Belgium  who  will  freely  decide  on  them  at  that  moment.®® 

The  existing  councils  were  to  gradually  obtain  legislative  powers;  the 
future  transfer  of  executive  power,  however,  was  only  vaguely  hinted  at. 

The  two  deelarations  of  13  January  1959  proclaimed  independence  as 
the  aim  of  Belgium's  Congo  policy.  Doubtless  this  meant  that  a  decision 
had  been  made.  However,  they  made  no  mention  of  transitional  periods, 
provoking  critical  comments  from  Van  Bilsen.®®  For  the  rest,  Belgium 
was  hoping  for  a  form  of  association  comparable  perhaps  to  the  French 
Community.  It  was  clear  that  at  present  the  Congo  was  not  yet  fit  to 
take  over  government  power  and  that  the  years  of  delay  would  have 
to  be  made  up  rather  quickly.  But  would  the  African  revolution  give 
Belgium — and  the  Congo — a  chance  to  catch  up  on  what  had  been  missed 
and  accomplish  the  transfer  of  power  in  an  orderly  fashion? 

Belgian  reactions  were  twofold.  Wliile  the  Socialists  applauded  and  the 
Soci^t^  gen^rale,  representing  economic  interests  in  the  Congo,  bided  its 
time,  the  settler  organizations  announeed  that  they  had  reservations.®® 
Colonial  cireles  also  pointed  out  that  there  was  no  African  cadre  yet,  so 
there  was  no  cause  for  concern.®^  Similarly  Minister  Van  Hemelriyk 
stressed  at  a  press  conference  “that  Belgium  will  not  give  up  its  power 
except  in  so  far  as  the  new  Congolese  institutions  should  be  capable  of 
respecting  public  and  private  commitments”.®^  And  this  would  not  be  the 
case  for  many  years!  On  the  other  hand,  there  was  now  evidence  of  a 
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sudden  strong  tendency  to  self-criticism,  particularly  with  respect  to  the 
former  policy  of  depoliticization 

In  the  euphoria  of  its  former  successes  and  borne  along  by  a  rapidly 
expanding  movement,  Kasavubu’s  Abako  and  Lumumba’s  Mouvement 
National  Congolais  quickly  increased  their  demands.  They  spoke  in  terms 
of  independence  for  i960  or  1961.  Belgium  gave  in  to  the  growing 
pressure,  either  because  it  had  lost  faith  in  its  former  policy  or  because 
it  wanted  to  avoid  new  revolts  which  would  compel  it  to  use  force.®^ 
This  was  indeed  the  only  hope  of  guaranteeing  Belgian  economic  interests 
in  an  independent  Congo  and  maintaining  an  orderly  administration. 
So  the  projected  periods  and  dates  were  shortened  in  rapid  succession. 

On  16  October  1959  the  colonial  minister  announced  the  early  election 
of  both  legislative  chambers  and  the  formation  of  a  government — not 
yet  envisaged  in  January— under  the  governor-general.  The  parliament 
would  work  out  the  constitution  while  at  the  same  time  it  would  determine 
the  “communal  institutions”  between  the  Congo  and  Belgium.®®  Yet 
at  the  conference  in  January  and  February  i960  the  intended  four-year 
period  of  transition  had  to  be  given  up.®®  Superficially  the  decision  to 
declare  independence  as  early  as  30  June  was  based  on  a  compromise 
with  even  more  radical  Congolese  demands,  but  in  fact  it  meant  that 
Belgium  had  capitulated.  The  government  was  interested  in  creating  a 
favourable  atmosphere,  trusted  in  the  goodwill  of  the  Congolese,  and 
wanted  to  prevent  the  breaking  off  of  relations.  Moreover,  the  Socialist 
party  had  already  taken  a  stand  against  installing  troops.  Now  Brussels 
wanted  to  proclaim  independence  too  soon  rather  than  too  late,  in  the 
hope  that  the  elections  would  bring  in  a  relatively  moderate  govern¬ 
ment  with  whom  it  could  work  out  the  problems  of  the  transfer  of  power; 
Belgium  also  believed  this  was  the  only  way  of  maintaining  its  economic 
position.  A  detailed  protocol  with  countless  resolutions  was  painstakingly 
worked  out  in  order  to  facilitate  the  transition  and  to  ensure  Belgian 
interests.®'^  But  as  it  was,  a  Congolese  Government  installed  itself— 
just  before  30  June— 'without  preparation,  without  experience  or  an  ade¬ 
quate  cadre  and  was  immediately  confronted  with  the  mutiny  of  the  Force 
publique.  If  the  Belgians  had  not  categorically  rejected  Kasavubu’s  de¬ 
mand  to  form  a  provisional  government,  this  essentially  not  very  grave 
event  would  not  have  had  such  decisive  importance  and  would  perhaps 
not  have  led  to  the  collapse  of  order  and  the  failure  of  Belgian  de¬ 
colonization. 

The  term  “paternalism”  is  frequently  misused,  but  in  this  case  it 
accurately  describes  Belgian  policy.  Belgian  paternalism  no  doubt  had 
positive  results,  but  it  did  not  prove  to  be  a  viable  policy  in  the  arena  of 
decolonization.  Belgium  thought  it  could  afford  to  do  without  a  “doctrine” 
of  its  own  and  content  itself  by  believing  that  its  economic  and  civilizing 
achievements  would  prevent  it  from  having  to  make  political  reforms 


TOWARDS  A  COMPARISON 


513 

or  to  hand  over  responsibility  to  the  evolues  in  the  foreseeable  future. 
The  colonial  statute  of  the  Congo  may  have  complied  with  the  pre-war 
situation,  but  after  1945  definitely  a  form  of  depoliticization.  For 

Belgium  confined  itself  to  establishing  a  few  consultative  bodies  that  had 
no  effective  importance,  did  not  hold  elections  and  was  very  restrained  in 
giving  the  Congolese  responsible  posts  in  the  administration,  even 
though  Africans  already  sat  in  the  French  parliament  and  even  acted 
as  ministers,  and  tire  transition  to  responsible  government  had  been 
completed  in  the  British  territories.  There  is  another  discrepancy  if  we 
remember  that  the  Congo  does  not  belong  to  West  Africa  but  to  Equato¬ 
rial  Africa,  which  is  much  less  developed  and  has  close  relations  with  East 
Africa.  The  size  of  the  Congo,  the  artificiality  of  its  borders  and  the 
corresponding  lack  of  a  sense  of  solidarity  among  its  numberous  tribes 
may  have  justified  slow  action  and  posed  particular  problems;  but  on  the 
other  hand  the  Congo  was  particularly  advanced  economically  and  socially, 
for  it  was  in  the  middle  of  a  kind  of  industrial  revolution  and  unlike 
most  other  African  states  had  a  broad  class  of  resident  workers  and  lower 
technical  cadres  in  industry  and  the  administration.®®  In  this  respect 
conditions  were  more  conducive  to  successful  decolonization  than  in 
other  parts  of  Africa.  Looking  back,  it  seems  paradoxical  that  it  should 
have  been  precisely  here  that  the  development  of  and  access  to  higher 
education  was  deliberately  restricted  and  Africans  scarcely  had  a  chance 
to  gain  experience  in  the  administration. 

Belgian  policy,  which  refused  to  take  cognizance  of  African  emancipa¬ 
tion  movements,  was  about  ten  years  behind  Great  Britain  and  France. 
The  situation  in  West  Africa,  and  British  and  French  efforts  and  aspi¬ 
rations  around  1946,  are  comparable  to  those  of  Belgium  in  the  Congo 
in  1956.®®  The  two  trends  clashed  in  about  1958  when  Ghana  had 
become  independent  and  General  de  Gaulle  proclaimed  the  French 
Community,  while  the  first  local  elections  had  only  just  taken  place  in 
the  Congo  and  there  was  no  legislative  assembly  at  all  yet.  Belgium  did 
not  manage  to  make  up  its  delay  rapidly  or  even,  as  originally  hoped, 
to  complete  the  dissociation  in  stages.  The  transfer  of  power  failed  be¬ 
cause  it  was  not  adequately  prepared. 
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DOCTRINE  VS.  REALITY  OF  ASSIMILATION: 
PORTUGAL  IN  AFRICA 


Belgium,  which  became  a  colonial  power  rather  late,  was  a  highly  indus¬ 
trial  Western  European  state;  it  developed  the  Congo  economically  and 
hoped  to  be  able  to  avoid  decolonization  by  means  of  a  policy  of 
paternalism.  By  contrast,  Portugal  in  bordering  Angola  considered  itself 
the  oldest  imperial  power,  with  long  experience  and  its  own  imperial 
consciousness;  it  thought  it  had  created  lasting  ties  with  its  overseas 
territories  and  escaped  the  effects  of  the  Asian  and  African  emancipation 
movements.  But  was  this  in  fact  the  case?  As  early  as  the  sixteenth 
century  the  great  Camoes  had  sung  of  the  Empire  and  Catholic  Portugal’s 
idea  of  a  universal  civilization,  although  he  had  himself  experienced 
the  brutal  reality  of  colonial  rule. 

Today  Portuguese  colonial  policy  is  an  integral  part  of  Salazar’s  Estado 
and  must  be  evaluated  in  connection  with  the  national  fascist  revolutions 
of  the  twentieth  century.^  In  the  last  century  there  was  little  interest 
in  the  colonies,  and  Portugal,  because  of  its  political  instability  and 
economic  weakness,  would  not  have  been  able  to  compete  with  the 
great  imperialist  powers.  Its  traditional  closeness  to  England,  however, 
made  it  possible  for  Portugal  to  establish  itself  in  the  remaining  parts 
of  Britain’s  former  eastern  Asiatic  Empire  (Goa,  Timor  and  Macao)  and 
to  take  part  in  the  trade  with  the  Far  East,  while  its  African  possessions 
(Sao  Tome,  Angola,  Mozambique)  declined  in  importance  with  the 
end  of  the  slave  trade.  In  the  1890s  Portugal  drew  the  hinterland 
under  its  rule  and  began  to  exploit  African  labour.  But,  as  in  Leopold 
IPs  Congo,  world  attention  was  drawn  to  conditions  in  the  colonies  and 
Portuguese  colonial  policy  became  the  object  of  sharp  criticism,  particularly 
from  British  colonial  reformers.^  Its  African  possessions  even  became  the 
object  of  plans  for  partition  between  the  great  powers. 

The  Republic  (1910-1926)  was  highly  conscious  of  its  colonies,  ap¬ 
pointed  a  series  of  prominent  governors  and  tried  to  liberalize  native 
policy.^  However,  it  did  not  achieve  much.  Forced  labour  survived  in 
the  guise  of  contract  labour  which  served  both  the  public  sector  and 
private  enterprise.  A  number  of  the  badly  selected  and  inadequately 
paid  ofiBcials  were  corrupt  and  took  part  in  exploiting  the  Africans. 
Belgian  and  British  capital  served  to  build  relatively  large  networks  of 
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railways  and  ports,  but  these  mainly  served  Congolese,  Rhodesian  and 
South  Afriean  exports.  Since  there  was  a  lack  of  Portuguese  private  capital, 
the  colonies  were  forced  to  solicit  loans  in  the  years  of  relative  prosperity 
and  came  to  the  border  of  bankruptcy  during  the  depression.  In  admin¬ 
istrative  terms  the  Republic  promoted  decentralization  and  transferred 
fairly  extensive  powers  to  the  governors.  Under  the  new  financial  au¬ 
tonomy,  momentary  surpluses  could  be  reserved  for  future  development 
instead  of  being  paid  back  to  the  mother  country  or  to  deficient  neigh¬ 
bouring  colonies  as  before.  Whether  this  policy  of  administrative  decen¬ 
tralization  and  autonomy  could  have  eventually  led  to  political  reforms 
with  a  view  to  self-government  is  hard  to  say.  But  the  problem  of  the 
racial  communities  would  inevitably  have  emerged. 

At  the  end  of  the  Republic  in  1926  Salazar’s  authoritarian  regime 
introduced  a  new  policy.  The  “national  revolution”  made  Portuguese 
nationalism-  the  focus  of  its  ideology.  The  Estado  Novo  (New  State) 
attacked  democratic  parliamentary  fragmentation,  demanded  national  unity 
and  tried  to  build  up  mass  movements  supporting  the  regime  by  means 
of  a  national  union.  The  state  was  idealized  and  the  regime  oriented 
towards  the  executive.  The  colonial  territories  acquired  particular  impor¬ 
tance,  for  Portugal’s  various  territories  scattered  throughout  the  world 
helped  it  to  present  itself  as  a  great  power — “o  pais  dos  quatro  Imperios 
.  .  .  com  provincias  em  quatro  partes  do  mundo”  (the  land  of  the  four 
Empires  .  .  .  with  provinces  in  the  four  parts  of  the  world).  So  it  was 
said: 

We  must  keep  alive  in  the  Portuguese  people  the  dream  of  an  overseas, 
the  consciousness  and  the  pride  of  the  Empire.  Africa  is  more  than  a 
country  for  exploitation  ...  for  us  Africa  is  a  moral  justification  and  our 
raison  d’etre  as  a  power;  without  it  we  would  be  a  small  nation,  with  it  we 
are  a  great  country.'* 

Portugal  saw  itself  as  the  civilizing  nation  par  excellence.  Portuguese 
men  had  made  the  great  discoveries  and  had  opened  up  and  colonized 
vast  territories;  above  all  they  had  civilized  and  Christianized  them. 
Portugal  did  not  go  overseas  to  seek  raw  materials  but  to  bring  light 
into  the  darkness  of  the  heathen  world.  Camoes’  people  did  not  exploit 
their  overseas  possessions  as  the  other  powers  did,  but  civilized  them, 
“o  imperio  portugues— proje^ao  no  mundo  da  latinidade  e  da  cristandade” 
(the  Portuguese  Empire— projection  into  the  world  of  latin  civilization 
and  Christianity).®  Salazar’s  regime  appealed  and  continues  to  appeal  to 
this  tradition  and  encouraged  imperialism  in  order  to  justify  and  affirm  its 
rule. 

TTie  Portuguese  Empire  was  to  be  distinct  from  all  other  colonial 
empires.  The  overseas  possessions  were  not— it  was  and  still  is  said — 
colonies  in  the  usual  sense  of  the  word,  but  integral  parts  of  Portugal 


DECOLONIZATION 


516 

—or  better,  parts  of  a  Pan-Lusitanian  eommunity  that  embraced  con¬ 
tinental  and  overseas  Portugal.  Instead  of  the  usual  decentralization  and 
colonial  administrative  autonomy,  Salazar’s  regime  aimed  at  centraliza¬ 
tion  and  integration.  This  new  concept  was  reflected  in  the  1930  colonial 
act— when  Salazar  himself  was  colonial  minister!— which  in  turn  was 
adopted  in  the  new  constitution  of  1933.  Article  2  states: 

It  is  the  true  duty  of  the  Portuguese  nation  to  fulfil  its  historical  function, 

to  possess  and  colonize  overseas  areas,  to  civilize  the  native  inhabitants 

and  to  exert  its  moral  influence  in  accordance  with  the  Padroado  in  the 

east. 

Like  continental  Portugal,  the  Portuguese  possessions  in  Africa  and  Asia 
together  with  the  islands  of  Madeira  and  the  Azores  are  a  part  of  the 
Portuguese  territory  and  constitute  “the  Portuguese  colonial  Empire” 
(Article  3). 

In  spite  of  the  policy  of  legal  integration  the  term  “colony”  was 
curiously  retained  and,  symptomatically,  expressed  the  combination  of 
a  postulated  imperial  unity  and  a  relationship  of  domination.  The  structure 
of  the  administration  had  a  correspondingly  authoritarian  accent.®  The 
colonial  minister  “ruled”  by  means  of  decrees  and  a  strictly  hierarchical 
bureaucracy.  The  imperial  council,  i.e.  the  council  for  overseas  provinces 
in  Lisbon,  as  well  as  the  councils  in  the  colonies  with  their  ex  officio 
appointed  members,  had  only  advisory  powers  and  carried  little  weight. 
The  authoritarian  system  had  in  any  case  eliminated  all  organized  op¬ 
position,  which  left  little  room  for  discussion;  overseas  trade  was  strictly 
supervised  and  colonial  reality,  unlike  in  all  the  other  colonies,  was  as 
far  as  possible  hidden  from  the  critical  eyes  of  foreign  journalists. 

The  Second  World  War  altered  this  centralist  and  authoritarian  struc¬ 
ture  only  slightly.  The  regime  managed  to  survive  and  to  adapt  to  the 
new  international  situation  in  foreign  policy,  and  the  challenge  presented 
by  the  Second  World  War  to  other  colonial  territories  was  successfully 
kept  away  from  Portuguese  Africa.  In  1950-1951  the  term  “colony” 
was  replaced  by  “overseas  province”,  which  legally  at  least  brought  the 
process  of  integration  to  its  conclusion.  Henceforth,  as  was  said  in 
official  pronouncements  and  political  writings,  Portugal  formed  an  indis¬ 
soluble  unit  in  which  the  overseas  provinces  were  fully  equated  with 
those  of  the  mother  country.  The  path  France  had  tried  to  follow 
in  Algeria  and  in  its  African  colonies,  although  in  a  more  flexible  manner, 
was  carried  by  Portugal  to  its  logical  conclusion.  With  a  stroke  of  the 
pen  it  changed  the  constitution  and  eliminated  the  colonial  statute,  thereby 
allegedly  anticipating  the  process  of  decolonization  by  a  policy  of  inte¬ 
gration  and  assimilation.  Henceforth  there  were  no  official  “colonial” 
problems  for  Portugal!  Intervention  by  the  U.N.  could  be  rejected  on 
the  grounds  that  this  body  had  no  right  to  concern  itself  with  the 
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internal  affairs  of  a  member  state.  In  1955  Portugal  refused  to  recognize 
its  overseas  possessions  as  “non-self-governing  territories”  or  to  report  to 
the  Trusteeship  Council,  and  protested  discussion  in  the  Security  Council 
or  in  the  General  Assembly.  An  example: 

The  fact  remains  that  my  country  does  not  practise  any  type  whatever  of 
colonialism  within  the  Portuguese  nation.  Portugal  has  been  for  centuries 
a  unitary  nation,  and  it  has  always  been  recognized  as  such  by  the  in¬ 
ternational  community.  We  are  a  multiracial  nation,  as  many  other  nations; 
our  land  and  our  people  are  dispersed  over  several  continents,  as  is  also 
the  case  with  other  nations,  but  we  comprise  only  one  unit,  completely 
independent  and  solid — politically,  juridically  and  socially — one  country 
with  the  same  strong  national  feeling.'^ 

Decolonization  by  integration  failed  in  the  French  colonies,  except 
in  the  vieilles  colonies,  because  it  would  have  meant  the  cultural  assimila¬ 
tion  of  millions  of  Africans  whom  France  would  have  had  to  give  full 
political  rights  and  proportional  representation  in  parliament.  This  would 
have  led  to  the  transfer  of  administrative  control  to  the  former  subjects 
and  changed  the  balance  of  power  vdthin  Greater  France,  which  the 
metropolis  was  not  prepared  to  accept.  By  granting  territorial  autonomy, 
double  electoral  colleges  and  under-representation  in  parliament,  France 
tried  to  escape  the  consequences  of  its  policy  of  integration,  but  it  was 
soon  forced  to  admit  that  this  kind  of  compromise  would  satisfy  the 
overseas  citizens  for  only  a  short  time  and  would  eventually  create  conflict. 
How  did  Portugal  act  here?  It  is  obvious  that  the  authoritarian  regime 
concealed  the  problem.  Since  the  political  rights  of  the  citizens  in  the 
mother  country  were  restricted,  the  parliament  had  no  power  of  political 
decision  and  the  overseas  provinees  had  only  advisory  bodies,  it  was 
relatively  easy  for  Portugal  to  proclaim  the  equal  status  of  all  its  “subjects”. 
Opposition  at  home  was  suppressed  in  the  same  way  as  the  African 
emancipation  movement!  As  long  as  the  political  rights  of  the  Portuguese 
were  confined  to  a  pseudo-election  of  the  president  of  the  Republic 
and  appointments  to  parliament— without  any  alternative  solution— it 
would  on  the  whole  have  been  conceivable  to  give  full  franchise  to  all 
African  citizens  without  essentially  changing  the  existing  system. 

Until  recently  at  least  Portugal  has  not  taken  this  path  but  has  found 
its  own  solution  by  distinguishing  between  legally  “civilized”  and  “unciv¬ 
ilized”  Portuguese.  The  eriterion  was  naturally  the  Portuguese  and  Chris¬ 
tian  European  way  of  life,  which  meant  that  eo  ipso  all  whites  and  a 
large  number  of  mulattoes  eould  be  recognized  as  “eivilized”  and  “of 
age”.  The  natives,  by  contrast,  with  their  special  legal  position  of 
indigenas,  counted  as  “minors”  and  had  to  prove  their  standard  of 
civilization  before  they  could  obtain  full  rights  as  assimilados  and  be 
equated  with  the  white  Portuguese.  According  to  a  1954  decree,  the 
candidate  for  assimilation  had  to  be  at  least  eighteen  years  old,  speak 
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fluent  Portuguese,  have  finished  his  military  service,  be  able  to  support 
his  family,  have  adopted  the  European  way  of  life  and  given  up  his 
tribal  rights.  If  his  application  was  accepted,  the  assimilated  native  was 
no  longer  subject  to  native  taxation  and  forced  labour  but  paid  the 
same  taxes  as  the  white  man,  obtained  franchise  and  access  to  positions 
of  authority.  This  system  had  features  in  common  with  the  French  dis¬ 
tinction  between  “citizens”  and  “subjects”  and  the  procedure  of  naturaliza¬ 
tion;  and  like  the  French,  the  Portuguese  administration  made  the  act  of 
assimilation  difficult.® 

Even  more  than  the  French,  the  Portuguese  were  proud  of  their 
differentiation  between  indigenas  and  assimilados.  Portugal  claimed  to 
have  rejected  any  form  of  racial  discrimination,  since  it  possessed  or 
was  constructing  a  multi-racial  community,  and  this  was  alleged  to 
fundamentally  distinguish  it  from  all  the  other  colonial  powers,  particularly 
the  Anglo-Saxons.  The  Portuguese  colonizer  had  never  practised  racial 
discrimination;  he  did  not  distinguish  according  to  race  but  according 
to  level  of  civilization.  Portugal  had  brought  Christian  civilization  to 
Asia  and  Africa,  thus  building  a  bridge  between  racially  different  peoples. 
Portugal  liked  to  point  to  Brazil,  and  also  to  Goa  and  Macao  with 
their  multi-racial  societies,  asserting  that  it  had  the  same  objective  in 
Africa. 

A  multi-racial  society  is  therefore  possible,  be  it  Portuguese-American  as  in 

Brazil,  or  of  Portuguese-Asiatie  stock  as  in  Goa,  or  still,  as  we  find  in 

Angola  and  Mozambique,  based  on  Portuguese-African  nationalism.® 

As  a  result,  even  if  miscegenation  was  not  officially  encouraged  it  was 
accepted,  for  the  mulattoes  seemed  particularly  good  instruments  for 
penetrating  the  hinterland  and  establishing  a  link  between  African  and 
European  civilization. 

As  an  example  of  this  form  of  argument  we  can  cite  the  then  under¬ 
secretary  of  state  in  the  overseas  ministry  and  former  director  of  the 
colonial  institute,  Adriano  Moreira,  who  tried  to  give  an  historico-soci- 
ologico-philosophical  justification  of  Portuguese  policy  in  Africa.^  He  at¬ 
tacked  the  theories  of  men  like  Spengler  and  Toynbee,  which  were  based 
on  the  idea  of  the  equal  validity  and  legality  of  different  eultures  and  would 
result  in  racial  discrimination;  they  produced  a  political  conflict  and 
would  lead  to  the  withdrawal  of  Europe  from  Africa.  Portugal  by 
contrast,  he  said,  was  convinced  of  the  need  for  racial  and  cultural 
influence  and  based  its  policy  on  the  same  premises  as  the  declaration 
of  human  rights,  since  it  rejected  certain  aspects  of  foreign  civilizations 
as  contradicting  humanity.  The  civilizing  work  of  the  Catholic  Church 
was  not  aggressive  and  destructive  but  a  preparation  for  a  universal 
culture,  which,  it  was  implied,  would  bear  a  Christian  European  Catholic 
character.  The  Portuguese  policy  of  assimilation 


TOWARDS  A  COMPARISON 


519 

is  a  policy  of  cultural  integration  and  cultural  inter-penetration,  and  not 
the  agpessive  expansion  of  the  dominant  group.  Where  the  policy  of  as¬ 
similation  does  imply  the  substitution  of  one  set  of  cultural  patterns  for 
another,  it  is  merely  in  those  fields  in  which  maintenance  of  human  dignity 
demands  a  degree  of  intervention  that  [it]  is  now  being  proclaimed  in 
universal  declarations  of  the  rights  of  man  as  the  common  duty  of  man¬ 
kind. 

Portugal’s  policy  of  multi-racial  communities,  Moreira  claimed,  antiei- 
pated  the  world  state  and  was  the  only  up-to-date  and  progressive  doetrine. 
No  other  eolonial  power  identified  itself  with  assimilation  to  the  extent 
that  Portugal  did,  or  used  it  to  justify  its  elaim  to  power.^^  In  its  role 
of  Latin  sister  nation  France  occasionally  openly  supported  assimilation 
and  even  in  later  years  it  could  not  deny  that  it  had  assimilatory  hopes; 
but  since  the  First  World  War  at  least  it  had  given  this  up  and  confined 
itself  to  an  “association”  of  autonomous  units  with  inhabitants  of  dif¬ 
ferent  races  within  Greater  France — this  was  largely  because  it  had  rec¬ 
ognized  the  difficulties  inherent  in  the  notion  of  assimilation  and  doubted 
the  possibility  of  putting  it  into  practice.  So  one  may  ask,  what  did 
Portugal  achieve  in  Africa?  What  was  the  real  situation? 

There  was  no  legal  colour  bar  or  visible  segregation,  as  even  the  most 
critical  observers  had  to  admit.  An  entirely  different  atmosphere  reigned 
in  Portuguese  Africa  from  that  in  the  British  colonies  or  the  Belgian 
Congo.  The  situation  was  roughly  comparable  to  that  in  East  and 
Central  Africa  since  the  number  of  whites,  above  all  settlers  and  busi¬ 
nessmen,  was  relatively  large  and  posed  the  problem  of  a  multi-racial 
society.  Public  facilities  were  equally  open  to  both  communities.  Mu- 
lattoes  were  legally  and  socially  recognized  and  even  the  assimilados 
were  widely  accepted.  Africans  obtained  posts  in  the  administration, 
assimilated  natives  from  the  Cape  Verde  Islands  could  rise  to  senior 
posts.  With  some  right  Portugal  could  speak  of  a  cultural  bar,  fundamen¬ 
tally  different  from  the  colour  bar  in  the  other  colonies. 

But  this  cannot  disguise  the  fact  that  the  assimilados,  i.e.  the  Africans 
legally  equated  with  the  whites,  were  a  dwindling  minority.^^  Statistics 
show  an  entirely  different  picture  from  official  pronouncements  and  from 
the  assertions  of  the  political  writers.  The  assimilados  scarcely  had  any  in¬ 
fluence  and  even  after  the  Second  World  War,  in  spite  of  the  activity  of 
the  missions  and  the  schools,  the  pace  of  assimilation  did  not  really  in¬ 
crease,  largely  because  the  administration,  as  we  have  shown,  in  no  way 
encouraged  it.  The  Portuguese  called  on  their  hundreds  of  years  of  activity 
as  missionaries  and  carriers  of  civilization,  but  the  result  was  scanty!  More¬ 
over  the  assimilated  natives  were  concentrated  in  the  towns  which  had 
grown  at  an  immense  rate  and  in  any  case  had  a  Portuguese  character, 
since  they  were  dominated  by  the  white  population.  If  black  and  white 
mixed  much  more  easily  than  in  other  parts  of  Africa,  at  the  same  time 
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the  difference  between  town  and  hinterland  became  more  clear  and  ac¬ 
centuated  a  problem  that  existed  throughout  Africa.  Assimilation  “ab¬ 
sorbed”  the  small  upwardly-mobile  class,  satisfied  it  by  giving  it  access  to 
the  civil  service  and  separated  it  from  the  majority  of  the  African  popula¬ 
tion.  Legal  assimilation  served  as  a  safely  valve.  If  Portugal  had  allowed 
a  large  and  rapidly  growing  number  of  assimilados,  they  would  soon  have 
gained  an  important  influence  and  sooner  or  later  jeopardized  the  rule  of 
the  whites. 

The  doctrine  of  assimilation  could  have  led  one  to  expect  that  Portugal, 
in  spite  of  its  undoubtedly  small  financial  resources,  would  take  active 
measures  to  promote  education  in  order  to  realize  as  soon  as  possible  the 
multi-racial  community  it  proclaimed.^®  But  this  was  not  the  case  and 
even  in  1955  illiteracy  stood  at  98  percent,  i.e.  considerably  higher  than 
in  the  other  colonial  territories.  The  lower  grades  were  segregated;  the 
children  of  non-assimilated  Africans  were  to  obtain  rudimentary  educa¬ 
tion  in  an  Ensino  de  adaptagdo  and  above  all  to  learn  the  Portuguese 
language;  instruction  was  left  to  the  missions  and  was  conducted  with  the 
help  of  numerous  African  teachers.  The  state  elementary  school,  by  con¬ 
trast,  was  reserved  to  whites,  mulattoes  and  assimilados,  so  that  the  children 
of  non-assimilated  natives  could  be  educated  only  in  a  European-style 
mission  school.  Since  this  required  school  fees  it  was  available  to  few. 
The  secondary  and  high  schools  also  laid  down  difiicult  requirements, 
such  as  an  upper  age  limit  which  was  prohibitive  for  many  young  Africans. 
So  it  is  no  wonder  that  in  i960  there  were  only  thirty  Africans  among 
the  thousand  pupils  in  the  Liceu  Salazar  in  Lourenyo  Marques.^^  Uni¬ 
versity  education  took  place  in  Portugal,  but  in  1961  there  were  only 
some  forty  African  students. 

Tliis  educational  system  bears  some  resemblance  to  the  French,  in  that 
instruction  according  to  the  curriculum  used  in  the  mother  country  made 
full  education  possible  to  the  European  colonials  while  at  the  same  time 
culturally  assimilating  a  small  African  elite.  The  assimilated  class  re¬ 
mained  to  some  extent  immune  from  national  emancipation  movements 
for  a  long  time.  But  the  French  example  had  shown  that  at  a  given 
moment  no  amount  of  cultural  indoctrination  by  the  mother  country 
would  prevent  the  rise  of  African  nationalism. 

The  thesis  of  a  multi-racial  community  in  a  state  of  construction  in  no 
way  prevented  the  exploitation  of  African  labour  or  the  maintenance  of 
forced  labour.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  Africans  remained  aban¬ 
doned  to  the  authoritarian  control  of  the  administration.  Allegedly  there 
was  no  racial  discrimination  and  there  were  no  reservations;  instead 
Portugal  “civilized”.  And  since  regular  work  belonged  to  European  civili¬ 
zation  the  Africans  were  compelled  to  do  “civilizing  labour” :  “Natives  are 
encouraged  to  work,  idleness  being  considered  the  worst  social  evil.”^®  Un¬ 
less  he  could  prove  that  he  had  spent  enough  time  cultivating  his  land  or 
had  a  firm  work  contract  or  had  paid  his  taxes,  the  African  could  be 
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recruited  for  public  works  or  forced  to  do  allegedly  voluntary  contract 
work.  This  characterized  Portugal’s  economic  system;  the  activity  of  the 
recruiting  agents,  the  open  or  only  thinly  disguised  compulsion,  low 
wages  and  heavy  penalties  for  breach  of  contract  were  crass  exploitation 
of  African  labour.  France  did  not  abolish  forced  labour  until  1946,  but  the 
corvee  had  long  since  applied  only  for  public  works  and  had  lost  much 
of  its  importance;  the  English  relied  upon  a  head  tax  to  force  the  Africans 
to  accept  paid  labour.  But  Portugal  went  much  further.^®  Contract  labour 
was  made  available  to  private  enterprise  and  to  the  plantations,  and  the 
administration  also  supplied  labour— on  contract— to  the  Union  of  South 
Africa,  for  which  it  received  ten  shillings  per  head.  Needless  to  say,  the 
'‘civilizing”  value  of  this  system  was  dubious!  Portugal  tried  to  justify  itself 
by  stressing  the  shortage  of  available  labour;  but  at  the  same  time  there 
was  mass  emigration  to  neighbouring  mining  centres  that  paid  higher 
wages  arxi  where  the  African  workers  were  better  treated  in  spite  of 
segregation. 

In  spite  of  all  affirmations  to  the  contrary,  no  positive  native  policy 
could  be  built  on  this  basis.  The  chiefs  remained  tools  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  and  were  incorporated  into  the  system  of  forced  labour.  For  the  rest, 
the  statute  of  indigena  made  the  colonial  situation  only  too  clear:  re¬ 
stricted  freedom  of  movement,  identification  cards,  administrative  justice, 
corporal  punishment,  forced  cultivation  of  cotton,  etc.  This  can  be  com¬ 
pared  to  the  French  indigenat,  but  the  latter  was  certainly  less  rigid  and 
was  abolished  in  1946,  while  Portugal  renewed  the  native  statute  in  1954. 

Censorship  imposed  by  the  Salazar  regime  makes  it  difficult  to  establish 
the  degree  to  which  colonial  policy  was  criticized  within  Portugal.  It  is 
known,  however,  that  Henrique  Galvao,  an  inspector  in  the  colonial  ad¬ 
ministration,  violently  criticized  forced  and  contract  labour  in  a  1947  re¬ 
port. Little  is  known  of  opposition  colonial  concepts.  Civil  disturbances 
in  March  1961  resembling  those  in  Leopoldville,  shocked  Portugal  and 
turned  the  eyes  of  the  outside  world  to  the  Portuguese  colonies.  The 
popular  image  of  “an  oasis  of  peace  where  normalcy  reigns  as  opposed  to 
the  rest  of  Africa”^®  could  no  longer  be  maintained,  although  bloody  re¬ 
pression  managed  to  restore  law  and  order;  border  controls  and  censor¬ 
ship  were  strengthened  and  the  government  alleged  that  the  disturbances 
had  been  provoked  from  outside,  by  Ghana  and  by  Communist  inter¬ 
vention. 

At  the  same  time  that  it  was  engaging  in  repression  and  the  continuing 
battle  against  terrorist  infiltration  in  the  northern  border  areas,  Portugal  in¬ 
itiated  a  few  reforms.  On  30  June  i960  the  special  penalties  for  breach  of 
contract  were  abolished,  on  2  May  1961  the  compulsory  cultivation  of 
cotton  was  abolished  and  on  12  June  a  new  municipal  law  was  decreed. 
The  abolition  of  the  1954  native  statute  on  6  September  1961  removed 
the  distinctions  between  “civilized”  and  “uncivilized”  inhabitants  and 
Portugal  proclaimed  the  legal  equality  of  Europeans  and  Africans  in 
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Portuguese  Africa.  In  some  respects  this  is  reminiscent  of  France’s  con¬ 
ferment  of  civil  rights  on  her  colonial  subjects  in  1946.  Portugal  could 
counter  critical  world  opinion  by  saying  that  it  had  fully  realized  a  multi¬ 
racial  society.  But  the  actual  validity  of  this  constitutional  change  remains 
doubtful,  for  labour  and  economic  structures  cannot  suddenly  be  altered; 
newer  industrial  concerns  appear,  however,  to  have  adapted  to  freely  re¬ 
cruited  labour  in  a  short  time.^®  The  new  order  established  in  1961  is, 
moreover,  essentially  a  reaction  to  the  wave  of  anti-Portuguese  opinion 
abroad  and  the  U.N.  "inquisition”. 

Portugal  intends  to  keep  its  African  possessions  and  sees  no  need  for  a 
change  of  policy.  Officially  it  has  completely  decolonized  its  territories 
and  protects  its  provinces  against  attack  from  without  and  against  in¬ 
ternal  revolutionary  activity.  It  contrasts  its  multi-racial  community  both 
with  the  apartheid  of  South  Africa  and  with  the  grant  of  self-government 
and  independence  in  the  English  and  French  territories.  African  national¬ 
ism  is  considered  nonsense,  since,  according  to  the  usual  arguments,  the 
borders  are  artificial,  there  is  no  national  self-consciousness  and  self-de¬ 
termination  would  only  lead  to  new  tribal  wars.^®  According  to  Salazar, 
self-determination  is  “the  brilliant  principle  of  political  chaos  in  human 
societies” Since  the  catastrophe  in  the  Congo,  Portugal  naturally  con¬ 
siders  its  prognoses  confirmed.  While  the  other  colonial  powers  had 
weakly  and  opportunistically  given  in  to  the  “winds  that  blow  in  Africa”, 
he  alleged,  Portugal  remained  true  to  its  historical  calling  and  was  de¬ 
fending  European  Christian  civilization,  “which  the  West  seems  to  have 
forgotten”.^^ 

The  Portuguese  administration  is  increasing  its  resistance  to  change  by 
actively  encouraging  immigration  and  new  forms  of  settlement  policy. 
The  European  population  in  Angola  and  Mozambique  has  risen  sharply 
in  the  last  years;  in  Angola  alone  there  were  44,083  inhabitants  in 
1940,  78,826  in  1950,  109,568  in  1955  and  c.  175,000  in  1961.^®  The 
state  tries  actively  to  attract  settlers  and  in  1961  established  special  settle¬ 
ment  agencies:  “We  proclaim  the  high  priority  of  settlement  by  people 
from  continental  Portugal.”^^  This  was,  so  to  speak,  the  Portuguese  reply 
to  the  challenge  of  African  nationalism  and  terrorist  infiltration.  The 
administration  worked  out  a  several-year  plan  and  triggered  a  decided 
economic  boom  with  the  help  of  state  funds,  altering  the  face  of  the 
towns  very  quickly.  European  settlement  is  also  designed  to  strengthen 
the  forces  of  resistance  in  case  of  attack  from  abroad.  But  immigration  has 
brought  with  it  racial  tensions.  The  immigrants  feel  alien  in  the  colonial 
atmosphere,  they  live  more  or  less  cut  off  in  predominantly  white  sections 
of  the  urban  centres  and  compete  with  Africans  for  semi-professional  op¬ 
portunities  (taxi  drivers,  hotel  staff,  lesser-grade  civil  service).  The  ad¬ 
ministration  has  had  to  warn  against  these  tendencies  which  all  too  clearly 
contradict  the  raison  d’etre  of  the  multi-racial  society.  Since  the  riots,  a 
small  minority  has  been  driven  onto  the  defensive,  particularly  as  Portugal 
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is  under  strong  pressure  in  foreign  policy  and  obtains  little  support  now 
from  its  former  allies,  Britain  and  America.  If  this  should  lead  to  an  open 
or  tacit  conflict,  it  is  inevitable  that  Portugal  will  shift  closer  to  South 
Africa  and  Southern  Rhodesia. 

We  shall  not  answer  the  question  of  whether  Portugal  will  manage  to 
implement  the  idea  of  a  multi-racial  community  in  time  to  gain  the  sup¬ 
port  of  the  African  inhabitants  and  to  bring  its  assimilatory  decoloniza¬ 
tion  to  a  successful  end,  or  whether  the  New  York  Times  will  have  the 
last  word.  On  11  February  1961  it  wrote: 

Governments  cannot  stop  clocks  or  turn  them  back.  This  is  1961,  not 
1861  or  1561.  Portuguese  policy  has  been  based  on  the  belief  that  African 
nationalism  would  stop  at  the  border  of  Angola  and  Mozambique,  or  be 
stopped.  King  Canute  had  as  much  chance  of  stopping  the  tide  from  com¬ 
ing  in. 25 


CONCLUSION 


Historical  and  political  research  has  begun  to  include  within  the  scope  of 
its  enquiry  the  many  facets  of  the  process  of  decolonization.  In  this  work 
we  have  concentrated  on  an  aspect  of  decolonization  of  particular  interest 
to  the  historian.  The  object  was  to  trace  the  European  discussion  on  the 
future  of  the  colonies  since  the  First  World  War  and  to  show  the  concepts, 
theses  and  hopes  on  which  the  colonial  powers  based  their  ideas  of  the 
future.  If  one  considers  colonialism  as  a  system  of  domination  and  super¬ 
imposition,  then  decolonization  does  not  mean  just  the  withdrawal  of 
the  colonial  power,  but  the  establishment  of  new  relations  between  the 
colonial  power  and  the  former  colony  on  the  basis  of  equal  status  and  self- 
determination.  In  place  of  a  relationship  of  power  we  then  have  equality 
and  freedom.  But  these  two  concepts  allow  for  different  interpretations. 
Either  one  begins  with  the  individual  and  sees  decolonization  as  the 
emancipation  of  the  individual  within  the  body  of  the  state  and  the 
society  which  embraces  the  mother  country  and  the  former  colonies,  or 
one  starts  from  the  communities  and  interprets  emancipation  as  the  at¬ 
tainment  of  sovereignty  and  independence.  Integration  and  assimilation 
contradict  national  liberation;  the  former  subjects  are  either  accepted  as 
citizens  with  equal  rights  and  agree  to  this  form  of  emancipation,  or  they 
form  an  independent  state. 

The  colonial  policies  of  Britain  and  France  reflect  the  differences  be¬ 
tween  these  two  concepts.  The  divergence  can  be  traced  back  to  the  na- 
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tional  self-consciousness  that  evolved  in  the  seventeenth  and  eighteenth 
centuries  and  that  found  itself  confronted  with  colonial  emancipation 
movements  beginning  with  the  secession  of  the  British  colonies  in  America 
and  the  French  Revolution.  How  can  colonial  domination  be  reconciled 
with  the  colonial  power’s  own  concept  of  freedom?  The  British  concept 
was  based  on  corporate  freedom  and  aimed  at  a  legally  secured  free  state 
on  the  one  hand,  at  representation  and  a  part  in  policy-  and  decision¬ 
making  on  the  other.  The  liberty  and  equality  proclaimed  by  the  French 
Revolution  was  based  on  a  centralist  state  and  its  object  was  the  voluntary 
incorporation  of  the  individual  into  the  national  community  represented 
by  the  parliament.  At  the  time  of  the  ancien  regime  England  had  already 
granted  its  colonies  a  high  degree  of  autonomy;  in  the  nineteenth  century 
it  met  colonial  demands  for  emancipation  with  the  “gradual  grant  of  self- 
government”.  In  the  twentieth  century  this  form  of  decolonization,  which 
was  first  tried  out  on  the  colonial  settlements,  was  extended  to  the  Asian 
and  African  territories  and  came  to  its  “logical”  conclusion  in  the  loose, 
non-institutionalized  structure  of  the  Commonwealth.  France,  by  con¬ 
trast,  started  from  the  concept  of  Greater  France  and  thought  it  could 
satisfy  demands  for  emancipation  with  cultural  assimilation,  administrative 
coordination  and  the  grant  of  citizenship  and  representation  in  the  Paris 
parliament.  The  integration  of  the  vieilles  colonies  served  as  the  model. 
French  hopes  of  creating  an  institutionalized  whole  that  would  cause  the 
colonial  peoples  to  renounce  their  claims  to  national  emancipation  re¬ 
mained  alive  until  the  final  phase  of  decolonization. 

It  would  be  a  mistake,  however,  to  try  to  establish  an  early  willingness 
to  decolonize  and  a  purposeful  and  ethical  policy  of  decolonization  among 
the  intentions  of  the  colonial  powers.  We  have  tried  to  show  how  a  definite 
constellation  of  events  forced  the  respective  colonial  powers  to  reply  to 
a  challenge  that  either  had  an  international  source  or  stemmed  from  the 
agitation  of  national  emancipation  movements.  Concessions  and  reforms 
were  often  granted  reluctantly  but,  deliberate  or  involuntary,  they  fol¬ 
lowed  certain  definite  principles  and  tended  towards  a  corresponding  con¬ 
version  of  the  imperial  structure.  Rhetorical  formulas  alone  could  not 
solve  the  real  problems  in  the  individual  territories.  Variants  had  to  be 
accepted  and  compromises  made.  We  have  also  shown  how  the  basic  con¬ 
cepts  of  decolonization  were  by  no  means  as  unequivocal  as  the  political 
statements  would  lead  one  to  believe  and  that  the  colonial  powers  hesi¬ 
tated  for  a  long  time  to  accept  the  implications  of  their  own  theses.  For 
instance.  Great  Britain  long  believed  that  its  much-proclaimed  policy  of 
self-government,  in  the  sense  of  responsible  government  and  dominion 
status,  could  be  confined  to  the  colonial  settlements  and  that  it  could 
restrict  itself  to  granting  internal  autonomy  in  Asia  and  Africa.  France,  by 
contrast,  shrank  before  the  grave  consequences  of  consistent  integration, 
yet  still  hoped  that  it  could  avoid  dissociation  and  safeguard  a  Greater 
France  by  institutional  means. 
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The  lesser  colonial  powers  could  go  their  own  way  in  administrative 
methods,  yet  they  too  had  to  decide  for  one  or  the  other  policy  of  decoloni¬ 
zation.  The  United  States  very  soon  chose  integration  in  some  cases, 
particularly  that  of  the  Philippines,  and  the  grant  of  self-government  in 
others.  Portugal,  on  the  contrary,  believed  it  could  solve  the  problem  of 
decolonization  by  consistent  assimilation.  Holland  and  Belgium  remained 
convinced  for  many  years  that  they  could  confine  themselves  to  economic 
development.  Here  they  achieved  much  that  was  good,  but  they  were  in 
danger  of  missing  the  right  moment  for  gradual  adaptation  to  the  process 
of  emancipation;  they  jeopardized  their  own  achievements  by  their  lack 
of  administrative  and  political  preparation  at  the  moment  when  dissocia¬ 
tion  could  no  longer  be  prevented. 

We  have  outlined  and  compared  these  different  policies  of  decoloniza¬ 
tion,  but  without  attempting  to  systematize  them  or  even  to  evaluate 
which  concepts  and  methods  proved  most  successful.  What  indeed  would 
be  the  criteria  for  such  an  evaluation?  It  is  tempting  to  trace  the  policy 
of  the  new  states  and  the  thought  patterns  of  their  ruling  classes  back  to 
their  colonial  heritage,  but  it  is  easy  to  overlook  the  fact  that  the  effective 
influence  and  imprint  of  the  colonial  regime  varied  according  to  the  ter¬ 
ritory.  In  general  terms,  one  may  say  that  the  European  colonial  powers 
began  to  prepare  too  late  for  withdrawal  and  only  reluctantly  gave  up 
their  paternalistic  and  autocratic  structures.  They  wanted  to  prevent  polit¬ 
icization  and  were  reluctant  to  include  the  natives  in  administration  or 
the  policy-making.  Even  the  liberal  colonial  reformers  thought  there  was 
“still  time”  and  counted  on  much  longer  periods  of  transition.  The  ex¬ 
traordinary  increase  in  the  pace  of  decolonization  due  to  the  Second 
World  War  and  the  subsequent  East-West  conflict  was  not  predictable. 
References  to  the  desirable  “maturity”  or  “fitness”  for  independence 
helped  to  delay  the  withdrawal  of  the  colonial  power,  but  in  the  last  phase 
of  decolonization  this  led  to  problems,  since  the  colonial  powers  had  to 
grant  independence  before  the  colonies  had  the  necessary  administrative 
cadre.  This  does  not,  however,  mean  that  decolonization  came  “too  soon”; 
most  of  the  colonial  powers  no  longer  had  any  excuse  to  stay,  for  their 
continued  presence  could  only  result  in  a  further  increase  of  tensions, 
which  would  have  made  successful  decolonization  even  more  unlikely. 

Decolonization  was  hastened  by  many  different  factors;  but  its  source 
lay  in  the  process  of  modernization  instigated  by  the  colonial  powers.  This 
process  in  turn  was  simply  a  part  of  current  world  technological  revolution 
and  the  spiritual  and  social  changes  that  accompany  it.  Colonial  conquest 
itself  stimulated  the  forces  which  would  one  day  lead  to  emancipation. 
The  theme  of  this  work  has  been  how  Europe  adapted  to  the  process  of 
emancipation  after  the  First  World  War  and  replied  to  the  challenge  it 
presented.  We  hope  to  have  contributed  towards  an  understanding  of  this 
fascinating  process. 


\ 


■fitniMv  .(.  on  s‘  -  .' 

-ipnlo:*  '  ^  r4?ii'*?f  iij  V  x>  ’-'lift 

•f  n  '• 

qi  ;  ■' 

iu  (tt  it-  ;•. 


:  v^j  !r.'7Ht,HPij»ic*'{. 

A  )i«krT(Xrt^i*^i  '<  -  * 

'li'i  ;»r-i><x 

/'i'MiT  artrlio  i'' 


-f*  .  Ji  .  I  1- 


||ih^.>  lit*  niJdOi  >4l  . 

ni  ifV^qt  .  '* 

...  U  *‘4  •••dl'  jj.i  •;.  i4o^» 

,t/rj  f>t‘^aiiiT4tV)y)jhr  >'<(\'.-^i*>iti  Uajuf>»*?r  ’  t>  ^ ">1! k-' .q.-  ' ^  j^f' Ji.  -I*.:- J 

<•'■■  .  4 ;iLgA)'iWJl\b<j  <r ^  -r  WmI 


■i  '  «  jwwini*i«cj  Aj  ^  ‘‘V  V  fMMi  ‘  I 

.  ^  ;t-  b  '  • 

b(u.'>».  j«i  .■'■  '.?i.,  -ui-'^v  ik't9tr!  Ko 

’^1*13  "’  ;..'  j-f’qt  1  *?•  •ii  *r!CT}ib!A''rj ’»>».•  .■'it.»?''it>li  w'.tJjrvi 

3Vif  i-n-f  %j'rim  .^^.^tsy.VAd  ♦■.  " ' .  V 

. .  .1  in-'  fk« 


\ 

ir 


w/*J»4^>(  <t'.  .  .r^t  k'ui  vTjWf  ■.:..  ,lrm\  * 

jf.:r'r  h^ffi  *>^uo  j.  ■(/.it.(u»>  ■-. 

adi  b  ■.'  .1“  0^  ’  ).io>  ^.;iiif4  i 

i'JOOjq  j^Kq^;jji\ 


I  i‘. 


Notes 


INTRODUCTION:  INTERNATIONAL  ASPECTS 


1.  Cf.  my  article,  “Die  USA  and  die  Kolonialfrage  (1917-1945)”,  Vicr- 
teljahresschrift  fiir  Zeitgeschichte  (1965),  p.  1. 

2.  David  Hunter  Miller,  “Der  Ursprung  des  Mandatssystems”  (The 
Drafting  of  the  Covenant),  Europische  Gesprdche,  VL  (1928);  Henry  R. 
Winkler;  The  League  of  Nation  Movement  in  Great  Britain  1914-1919 
(^95^)>  cl*-  VIII;  H.  Duncan  Hall,  Mandates,  Dependencies  and  Trusteeship 

(19485. 

3.  Quoted  by  G,  Fischer,  Un  Gas  de  decolonisation.  Les  Etats-Unis  et 
les  Philippines  (i960),  p.  50. 

4.  H.  Duncan  Hall,  op.  cit.,  pp.  32,  49.  See  also  comments  by  Lord 
Lugard,  for  many  years  the  British  representative,  in  “Das  Mandatssystem 
und  die  britischen  Mandate”,  Europische  Gesprdche  (1924). 

5.  H.  Duncan  Hall,  op.  cit.,  p.  171.  Lugard  believed  that  this  was  in 
fact  a  question  of  conflicting  loyalties:  Margery  Perham,  Lugard,  The  Years 
of  Authority  1898-1945,  II  (i960),  651. 

6.  The  early  colonial  expansion  of  the  sixteenth  to  eighteenth  centuries 
is  given  as  an  example  of  a  “primitive  accumulation”  of  capital.  Gapital, 
Bk.  1,  ch.  24. 

7.  K.  D.  Erdmann,  “Die  asiatische  Welt  im  Denken  von  Karl  Marx 
und  Friedrich  Engels”  in  Historische  Forschungen  und  Probleme,  Festschrift 
fiir  Peter  Rassow,  ed.  K.  E.  Bom  (1961). 

8.  Tibor  Mende,  Gesprdche  mit  Nehru  (1956),  pp.  15  f. 

9.  The  Second  Congress  of  the  Communist  International,  transcript  of  the 
proceedings  (1921),  p.  224.  See  also  Lenin’s  theses  in  his  Selected  Works, 
2  vols.,  II  (1947),  770  f.  Excerpts  in  Walter  Grottian,  Lenins  Anleitung 
zum  Handeln.  Theorie  und  Praxis  sowjetischer  Aussenpolitik  (1962),  pp. 
166  f. 

10.  Essays  by  Stalin  in  Werke,  SED  ed.,  IV  (1951),  143  f.  Fragen  des 
Leninismus,  3rd  ed.  (1951). 

11.  A  detailed  discussion  in  D.  Boersner,  The  Bolsheviks  and  the  National 
and  Golonial  Question  (1917-1928)  (1957).  There  is  no  corresponding  ac¬ 
count  of  Stalin’s  times. 

12.  For  Lenin,  cf.  Grottian’s  excerpt  from  a  speech  to  the  Second  Con¬ 
gress  (1920),  pp.  173  f.  Stalin  at  the  6th  Congress  of  the  Communist  Inter¬ 
national  (1928):  “In  the  imperialist  countries  the  Communist  parties  must 
give  systematic  aid  to  the  revolutionary  movements  for  liberation  in  the  col¬ 
onies  and  to  the  movements  of  oppressed  peoples  as  such.  First  of  all,  very  ac¬ 
tive  aid  is  the  duty  of  the  workers  of  the  land  on  which  the  oppressed  nation 
is  dependent  in  financial,  economic  or  political  terms.  The  Communist 
parties  must  openly  recognize  the  right  to  secession  of  the  colonies  and 
develop  propaganda  for  this  purpose,  i.e.  propaganda  for  the  independence 


NOTES 


530 

of  the  colonies  from  the  imperialist  state.  They  must  recognize  the  right 
of  the  colonies  to  armed  resistance  against  imperialism  (i.e.  to  rebellion 
and  revolutionary  war),  propagate  this  resistance  and  support  it  actively 
with  all  the  means  at  their  disposal.  The  Communist  parties  must  pursue 
the  same  policy  with  respect  to  all  oppressed  peoples. 

“In  the  colonial  and  semi-colonial  lands  themselves,  the  Communist  parties 
must  engage  in  a  bold  and  consistent  struggle  against  foreign  imperialism  and 
unceasingly  try  to  rally  them  to  the  idea  of  association  with  the  proletariat  of 
the  imperialist  countries  and  of  union  with  them;  they  must  openly  put 
forward,  propagate  and  put  into  effect  the  solution  of  agrarian  revolution,  in 
order  to  call  upon  the  broad  masses  of  the  peasants  to  throw  off  the  feudal 
yoke;  they  must  declare  war  upon  the  reactionary,  medieval  influence  of  the 
church,  the  mission,  etc.”  Transcript .  .  .  ,  IV,  95  f. 

13.  Das  Flammenzeichen  vom  Palais  Egmont.  Official  transcript  of  the 
Congress  .  .  .  (1927). 

14.  “Neubau  des  Deutschen  Reiches”,  in  Politische  Schriften  (1933), 
sec.  8,  “Zur  Weltlage”,  pp.  286  f.  France’s  power  and  claims  are  completely 
overestimated  and  misjudged.  It  said  that  with  its  “army  of  black  millions” 
France  could  become  “mistress  of  Africa”  and  that  a  new  Faschoda  was 
on  the  way.  While  France  was  setting  Africa  in  motion  and  Russia  was 
dynamizing  Asia,  British  dominance  was  threatened. 

15.  Oswald  Spengler,  Jahre  der  Entscheidung  {The  Hour  of  Decision) 
(1934),  P-  42- 

16.  Ibid.,  p.  58. 

17.  Ibid.,  p.  210:  “It  was  not  Germany  that  lost  the  World  War;  the 
West  lost  it  when  it  lost  the  respect  of  the  coloured  races. 

“The  importance  of  this  shift  of  the  political  centre  of  gravity  was  first 
realized  in  Moscow.  In  Western  Europe  it  is  still  not  realized.  The  white 
ruling  nations  have  abdicated  their  former  rank.  They  negotiate  today  where 
yesterday  they  would  have  commanded,  and  tomorrow  they  will  have  to 
flatter  if  they  are  even  to  negotiate.  They  have  lost  the  feeling  of  the  self¬ 
evidence  of  their  power  and  are  not  even  aware  that  they  have  lost  it.” 

18.  Paul  Valery,  “La  crise  de  I’esprit”,  in  Variete  (1924),  pp.  11  f.  Cf. 
also  the  preface  to  Regards  sur  le  monde  actuel  et  autres  essais  (1945). 

19.  Maurice  Muret,  Le  crepuscule  des  nations  blanches  (1926),  p.  232. 

20.  “We  are  warned  that  eivilization  is  endangered  by  the  rising  tide 
of  colour.  .  .  .”  J.  W.  Gregoty,  The  Menace  of  Colour,  2nd  ed.  (1925), 
p.  1.  Lothrop  Stoddard,  Clashing  Tides  of  Colour  (1935). 

21.  Heinz  Gollwitzer,  “Die  Gelbe  Gefahr.  Geschichte  eines  Schlagwortes”, 
in  Studien  zum  imperialistischen  Denken  (1962). 

22.  Harold  Nicolson,  Nachkriegsdiplomatie  {Postwar  Diplomacy),  p.  158. 
Gurzon,  The  Last  Phase  1919-1925.  A  Study  of  Post-War  Diplomacy 
(1934).  P-  159- 

23.  The  text  was  intended  as  introduction  to  the  Survey  of  International 
Affairs,  edited  by  Toynbee,  but  appeared  separately  as  a  book.  Besides 
Toynbee’s  A  Study  of  History  (especially  Vols.  VIII  and  XII),  his  most 
important  works  since  the  war  are  Civilisation  on  Trial  (1048)  and  The 
World  and  the  West  (1933). 

24.  There  are  remarkably  few  points  of  reference  either  in  William 
Ashworth,  A  Short  History  of  the  International  Economy  since  18^0,  2nd 
ed.  (1962),  pp.  218  f.,  or  in  Louis  Pommery,  Apergu  d’histoire  economique 
contemporaine,  I  (1952). 

25.  L.  S.  Amery,  National  and  Imperial  Economies,  2'nd  ed.  (1924), 
pp.  57  f. 


NOTES 


531 


26.  Ashworth,  p.  234. 

27.  In  1915  Lancashire  had  a  two-thirds  share  in  the  Indian  cotton 
import  which  constituted  40  percent  of  the  British  export;  only  one-third 
of  the  demand  was  supplied  by  Indian  manufacturers.  In  1932  it  was 
already  80  percent,  of  which  10  percent  came  from  Japan  and  only  10 
percent  from  England.  Hans  Schlie,  Die  britische  Handelspolitik  seit  Ottawa 
und  ihre  weltwirtschaftlichen  Auswirkungen  {1937),  p.  49.  British  iron  and 
steel  exports  to  India  also  fell  from  896,000  tons  in  1913  to  658,000  tons 
in  1929,  194,000  in  1932  and  301,000  tons  in  1935;  p.  43. 

28.  Prices  in  January  1933  by  comparison  with  January  1929  (gold  price 
index) :  rice,  41  percent;  cotton,  34  percent;  coffee,  41  percent;  sugar,  50 
percent;  rubber,  13  percent;  copper,  29  percent;  tin,  47  percent.  New  Cam¬ 
bridge  Modern  History,  XII  (i960),  33. 

29.  Op.  cit.,  p.  34.  “It  is  worth  noting  that  in  the  Indian  case  and  for 
all  primary-production  countries,  the  terms  of  trade  worsen  during  a  depres¬ 
sion,  and  improve  during  a  boom,  thus  exaggerating  the  effects  of  the  trade 
cycle.  For  industrial  countries,  such  as  Great  Britain,  the  reverse  happens: 
i.e.  changes  in  the  terms  of  trade  tend  to  moderate  the  effects  of  the  trade 
cycle.”  Vera  Anstey,  The  Economic  Development  of  India,  4th  ed.  (1952), 
p.  502. 

30.  The  most  important  points  have  already  been  mentioned  in  Das 
Schicksal  des  deutschen  Kapitalismus  (1926),  2nd  ed.  (1930).  Bonn  took 
up  the  theme  again  in  a  much  respected  essay,  “The  Age  of  Counter¬ 
colonization”,  International  Affairs,  Vol.  XIII  (1934),  and  developed  it 
further  in  1938  in  his  book  The  Crumbling  of  Empire.  The  Disintegration 
of  World  Economy.  Bonn  had  already  been  interested  in  colonial  politics 
before  1914;  cf.  So  macht  man  Qeschichte  (1953),  pp.  137  f. 

31.  “All  over  the  world  a  period  of  countercolonization  began,  and 
decolonization  is  rapidly  proceeding.”  Art.  “Imperialism”,  in  the  Encyclo¬ 
pedia  of  the  Social  Sciences  (1932),  p.  613.  “I  called  this  process  de¬ 
colonization”  {International  Affairs,  p.  845;  Bonn’s  translation  of  the  word 
“Antikolonisierung”  from  Schicksal  des  deutschen  Kapitalismus,  p.  41).  In 
1938  he  wrote:  “A  decolonization  movement  is  sweeping  over  the  continents”. 
Crumbling  of  Empire,  p.  101.  In  the  1937  Chatham  House  publication. 
The  Colonial  Problem,  the  term  is  used  with  reference  to  Bonn,  p.  228, 
and  with  regard  to  India,  p.  237. 

32.  Crumbling  of  Empire,  p.  37.  In  1943,  Bonn  reminded  the  Americans 
of  Russian  imperialism  and  warned  them  against  unilateral  anti-colonialism. 
“The  Future  of  Imperialism”,  Annals  of  the  American  Academy  of  Political 
and  Social  Science,  CCXXVIII  (1943),  76. 

33.  International  Affairs,  p.  845. 

34.  Crumbling  of  Empire,  p.  423. 

35.  After  completing  this  work  we  came  across  W.  Schmokel,  Dream  of 
Empire:  German  Colonialism  1919-1945'  (1964). 

36.  Die  Gegenvorschldge  der  Deutschen  Regierung  zu  den  Friedensbedin- 
g;ungen  (1919),  pp.  45  f.  Graf  Brockdorff-Rantzau,  Dokumente  und  Gedanken 
um  Versailles  (1963),  pp.  49,  149.  Hans  Poeschel,  Die  Kolonialfrage  im 
Frieden  von  Versailles  (1920). 

37.  In  1929  at  the  Industrie-  und  Handelstag,  E.  J.  Jakob,  Kolonialisches 
Quellenheft  (1935),  p.  93.  Also  Dr.  Schnee  (DVP)  on  24  June  at  the 
Reichstag:  “It  is  obvious  [!]  that  it  would  be  a  great  relief  to  our  eurrency 
poliey  if  we  received  a  considerable  part  of  these  overseas  raw  materials 
from  our  own  colonial  territories.  .  .  .”  Stenographische  Berichte,  CDXXV, 
2839. 


NOTES 


532 

38.  Reichstag  14  March  1921,  Stenogr.  Berichte,  CCCXLVIII,  2894, 
2899a;  3-4  March  1922,  CCCLIII,  6125  f.  Jakob,  Quellenheft,  p.  50. 

39.  Cf.  the  questionnaire  composed  oy  the  Europdischen  Gesprache:  “Soli 
Deutschland  Kolonialpolitik  treiben?”  (Should  Germany  pursue  a  colonial 
policy?)  Those  who  replied  in  the  negative  included  M.  J.  Bonn,  Albert 
Einstein,  Franz  Carl  Endres,  F.  Friedensburg,  Thomas  Mann.  XII  (1927), 
609  If.  Those  in  favour  included  Lord  Mayor  Dr.  Konrad  Adenauer:  “TTie 
German  Empire  must  without  fail  strive  to  acquire  colonies.  There  is  too 
little  space  in  the  Empire  itself  for  the  large  population  .  .  .  ,”  p.  6n. 

40.  Some  examples  in  Jakob,  Quellenheft,  p.  51.  Breitscheid  in  the 
Reichstag  17  March  1931,  Stenogr.  Berichte,  CDXLV,  1653. 

41.  Cf.  Koloniale  Rundschau  VIII  (1925),  p.  253:  the  board  consisted 
of  Dr.  Bell  (vice-president  of  the  Reichstag),  Centre;  Dr.  Demburg,  Dem¬ 
ocratic  party;  Dr.  Quessel  for  the  Social  Democrats;  Sachs,  DNVP;  and 
Dr.  Schnee,  DVP. 

42.  Stresemann’s  position  can  be  seen  in  his  Vermdchtnis,  II  (1932), 
22,  172,  213,  251,  283,  296,  333  ff.  In  the  letter  to  the  crown  prince,  the 
colonies  are  not  counted  among  the  great  tasks  of  the  near  future  (“grossen 
Aufgaben  fiir  die  nachste  absehbare  Zeit”,  II,  553).  A  general  work  on 
the  diplomacy  of  the  Weimar  Republic  in  Kordt’s  memoirs:  “In  the 
Wilhelmstrasse  in  the  ’20s  there  was  also  a  colonial  section  in  a  remote 
corner.  That  even  many  members  of  the  Foreign  Office  were  unaware  of 
its  existence  could  not  be  attributed  to  the  fact  that  they  wanted  to  hide  it. 
But  in  fact  the  colonial  section  seemed  more  like  a  place  of  liquidation, 
in  which  three  or  four  gentleman  from  the  former  colonial  office  were  at 
work.  The  colonial  questions  were  also  dealt  with  from  time  to  time  by 
the  economic  department  in  connection  with  questions  of  the  supply  of 
raw  materials.  On  the  whole  the  discussion  remained  rather  academic  until 
the  time  of  the  Third  Reich.”  Erich  Kordt,  Nicht  aus  den  Akten  (Stuttgart, 
1950),  pp.  42  f. 

43.  Cf.  diary  entries  of  Generaloberst  Haider  on  30  June  1941,  quoted 
in  H.  A.  Jacobsen,  Der  Zweite  Weltkrieg  in  Dokumenten  (1959),  p.  225. 
Henry  Picker,  Hitler’s  Tischgesprdche  im  Fiihrerhauptquartier  1941-1942 
(1951),  pp.  50,  123.  Gunter  Moltmann,  “Weltherrschaftsideen  Hitlers”, 
in  Europa  und  Vbersee,  Festschrift  fiir  Egmont  Zechlin  (1961),  pp.  213  f. 

44.  Gerhard  L.  Weinberg,  “German  Colonial  Plans  and  Policies  1938- 
1942”,  in  Geschichte  und  Geschichtsbewusstsein,  Festschrift  fiir  Hans  Roth- 
fels  (1963).  More  detailed  is  Schmokel,  ch.  4. 

45.  Particularly  in  Wahrhold  Drascher,  Die  Vorherrschaft  der  Weissen 
Rasse  (1936).  Corresponding  criticism  of  British,  and  especially  French, 
native  policy  followed,  e.g.  in  Paul  Rohrbach,  Deutschlands  koloniale  Forderung 
(1935),  pp.  123,  130  f. 

46.  A  speech  by  Goebbels  in  Berlin  on  17  January  1936  was  the  prelude 
(Schulthess’  Europ.  Geschichtskalender,  LXXVII,  8)  and  immediately  pro¬ 
voked  sharp  reaction  abroad:  cf.  House  of  Commons,  Debates  1936,  CCCVIII, 
934.  Also  Ribbentrop  in  Leipzig  on  1  March  1936,  Dokumente  der  deutschen 
Politik  V,  202;  Schmokel,  pp.  97  f. 

47.  Report  of  the  talk  between  Halifax  and  Hitler  on  19  October  1937 
on  the  Obersalzberg  (Akten  zur  deutschen  auswdrtigen  Politik  1918-45,  I 

[1950].  51)- 

48.  Neville  Henderson,  Fehlschlag  einer  Mission  (n.d.),  p.  102.  Winston 
Churchill,  The  Second  World  War,  I  (1949),  200.  For  the  point  of  view 
of  the  Eastern  Zone,  see  Horst  Kahne,  “Zur  Kolonialpolitik'  des  faschistischen 
deutschen  imperialismus”,  Zeitschrift  fur  Geschichtswissenschaft  (1961),  p.  3. 


NOTES 


533 

49.  The  reply  of  a  government  representative,  House  of  Commons,  Debates 
15  February  1937,  CCCXX,  815.  Prime  Minister  Baldwin  on  22  March 
1937,  Keesing’s  Contemporary  Archives,  p.  2993c. 

50.  Germany  s  colonial  demands”,  in  Foreign  Affairs,  January  1937. 
Schacht  concludes:  “The  German  colonial  problem  is  not  a  problem  of 
imperialism.  It  is  not  a  mere  problem  of  prestige.  It  is  simply  and  solely 
a  problem  of  economic  existence.  Precisely  for  that  reason  the  future  of  a 
European  peace  depends  upon  it!”,  p.  234.  Andre  Frangois-Poncet  asserts 
that  Schacht  had  wanted  to  turn  Hitler’s  aspiration  away  from  Eastern 
Europe.  As  Ambassador  in  Berlin  (1947),  p.  268.  Also  Schacht’s  evidence 
at  Nuremberg,  IMT,  XII,  470. 

51.  A  report  published  by  Chatham  House  summarized  these  aspects: 
The  Colonial  Problem.  A  Report  by  a  Study  Croup  of  Members  of  the 
RIIA  (1937);  also  a  long  section  in  The  British  Empire  (RIIA,  1937). 

52.  E.g.  Sir  Arthur  Salter  in  the  House  of  Commons  on  5  February 

1936,  House  of  Commons,  CCCVI,  219;  the  Economist  of  19  October  1935, 
etc.  Cf.  also  O.  Louwers,  Le  probleme  coloniale  du  point  de  vue  interna¬ 
tional  (1936),  pp.  82  f. 

53.  Louwers,  op.  cit.,  p.  102. 

54.  Speech  in  Hamburg  on  3  March  1936,  in  Hamburger  Monatshefte 
fin  Auswdrtige  Politik,  March  1936.  Letter  to  The  Times  signed  by  Vernon 
Bartlett,  Gilbert  Murray,  Noel-Buxton,  Arnold  Toynbee,  on  7  October 
1937;  by  contrast,  Amery  in  a  letter  to  The  Times,  Monatshefte,  p.  774, 
and  Toynbee’s  reply,  pp.  784  f. 

55.  Keesing’s  Contemporary  Archives,  8  March  1938,  p.  3970  G. 

56.  P.  J.  Noel-Baker  in  a  speech  before  the  Labour  party  in  the  House 
of  Commons.  Also  the  party  brochure:  The  Demand  for  Colonial  Terri¬ 
tories  and  Equality  of  Economic  Opportunity  (1936). 

57.  Halifax’s  visit  to  Berlin  in  November  1937  and  to  the  Obersalzberg, 
cf.  Akten  zur  deutschen  auswartigen  Politik  1918-45,  I,  44  f.  Keith  Feiling, 
The  Life  of  Neville  Chamberlain  (1946),  p.  333. 

58.  Bullitt  to  the  secretary  of  state  on  20  February  1937  on  a  talk  with 
Delbos,  in  Foreign  Relations,  1  (1937),  46.  Again,  Bullitt  on  6  November 

1937,  p.  153;  22  November  1937,  P-  ^  December  1937,  p.  181. 

59.  For  the  talks  between  Henderson  and  Ribbentrop  and  Hitler,  Akten 
zur  deutschen  auswartigen  Politik,  I  (1938),  186,  196  f.,  201  f.  Fehlschlag 
einer  Mission,  p.  70,  133.  Cf.  also  Halifax  to  Henderson  on  4  April  1938: 
“There  are  two  kinds  of  difficulty:  British  public  aversion  to  giving  back 
colonies  to  the  Nazis  at  all;  and  giving  them  back  vidthout  a  quid  pro  quo”. 
In  Documents  on  British  Foreign  Policy  1919-1939,  I,  622. 

60.  E.g.  M.  J.  Bonn  and  Chancellor  Hermann  Muller  in  their  replies 
to  the  questionnaire  of  1927,  in  Europdische  Gesprdche,  XII  (1927),  616. 

61.  Paul  Mus,  Viet-Nam,  sociologie  d’une  guerre  (1952),  p.  33. 

62.  Evidence  for  this  paragraph  in  my  article:  Die  USA  und  die  Kolonial- 
frage,  pp.  10  f. 

63.  House  of  Commons,  CCCLXXIV,  68  (9  September  1941). 

64.  Summer  Welles,  The  Time  of  Decision  (1944),  p.  383. 

65.  Vernon  McKay,  “The  Impact  of  the  UN  in  Africa”,  in  Africa  Today, 
ed.  C.  Grove  Haines  (1955).  Richard  J.  Kozicki,  “The  UN  and  Colonialism”, 
in  The  Idea  of  Colonialism,  ed.  Robert  Strausz-Hup6  and  Harry  W.  Hazard 
(1958).  J.  W.  Briigel,  “Das  Treuhandschaftssystem  der  Vereinten  Nationen”, 
in  Europa-Archiv  (i960),  p.  22.  James  N.  Murray,  The  United  Nations 
Trusteeship  System  (1957). 

66.  Cf.  the  attitude  of  the  former  colonial  governor  and  British  represent- 


NOTES 


534 

ative  in  the  Trusteeship  Council  of  1947-1956,  Sir  Alan  Burns,  In  Defence 
of  Colonies  (1957),  ch.  5. 

67.  McKay,  op.  cit.,  p.  374. 

68.  Cf.  iny  article  and  Bibliography. 

69.  J.  H.  Brimmel,  Communism  in  South-East  Asia  (1959),  p.  172. 

70.  G.  H.  Becker,  The  Disposition  of  the  Italian  Colonies  1941-51  (1952), 
pp.  77,  81. 

71.  Cf.  pp.  411-12. 

72.  Selected  bibliography  in  German:  Boris  Meissner,  Die  marxistisch- 
leninistische  Lehre  vom  “Staat  der  nationalen  Demokratie”;  and  Richard 
Loewenthal,  “Kommunismus  und  nationale  Revolution”,  Aus  Politik  und 
Zeitgeschehen,  appendix  to  Parlament,  X,  6  March  1963.  Fritz  Schatten, 
“Nationalismus  und  Kommunismus  in  Afrika”,  Ostprobleme  (1962),  p.  16. 
Lazar  Pistrak,  “Die  Strategie  der  Sowjets  in  Afrika”,  Aussenpolitik  (1962), 
p.  1.  Soviet  policy  in  Africa  in  Neue  Ziircher  Zeitung,  20  April  1962. 

73.  Khrushchev  at  the  Twentieth  Party  Conference  of  the  CP  of  the 
Soviet  Union.  The  demand  of  the  developing  countries  to  complete  their 
economic  development  with  the  help  of  private  capital  was  now  accepted; 
cf.  Grundlagen  des  Marxismus  und  Leninismus,  pamphlet  (i960),  pp.  482, 
490  f. 


I.  GREAT  BRITAIN 


THE  THIRD  BRITISH  EMPIRE 

1.  The  Third  British  Empire,  2nd  ed.  (1927). 

2.  Op,  cit.,  p.  14. 

3.  Op.  cit.,  p.  155. 

4.  Unfortunately  there  is  no  enquiry  into  imperialist  and  anti-imperialist 
trends  before  1914.  For  references  to  this,  cf.  Elizabeth  Monroe,  Britain’s 
Moment  in  the  Middle  East  1914-1956  (1963),  pp.  136  f.,  and  A.  P. 
Thornton,  The  Imperial  Idea  and  Its  Enemies,  a  Study  in  British  Power 

(1959)- 

5.  “The  Cement  of  Empire”,  25  May  1914  in  Subjects  of  the  Day, 
p  19. 

6.  House  of  Lords,  Debates,  XXXII,  162. 

7.  Henry  R.  Winkler,  The  League  of  Nation  Movement  in  Great  Britain 
1914-1919  (1952). 

8.  Documents  and  Statements  Relating  to  Peace  Proposals  and  War  Aims, 
Dec.  igi6-Nov.  1918,  ed.  Dickinson  (1919).  Going  beyond  Wilson,  Lloyd 
George  declared:  “The  general  principle  of  national  self-determination  is 
therefore  as  applicable  in  their  cases  [natives  of  the  Gemian  colonies] 
as  in  those  of  occupied  European  territories”,  p.  114. 

9.  Lloyd  George,  War  Memoirs,  I  (1933),  ii8,  123,  except  for  South- 
West  Africa  and  the  Pacific  Islands. 

10.  My  Political  Life,  II  (1953),  104,  160  f. 

11.  P.  H.  Kerr,  “Political  Relations  between  Advanced  and  Backward 
Peoples”,  in  An  Introduction  to  the  Study  of  International  Relations, 
ed.  A.  J.  Grant  (1916).  Also  “Commonwealth  and  Empire”  in  The  Empire 
and  the  Future  (1916). 

12.  “Intervention  is  also  the  only  method  of  providing  for  the  orderly 
progress  towards  self-government”,  particularly  for  areas  with  their  own 
civilization  such  as  India;  Commonwealth  and  Empire,  p.  80. 

13.  Op.  cit.,  p.  87. 

14.  Political  Relations  .  .  .  ,  p.  143. 

15.  Round  Table,  September  1919.  J.  R.  M.  Butler  and  Lord  Lothian 
assert  {Philip  Kerr,  1882-ig^o  [i960],  p.  323)  that  Kerr  was  the  author 
of  the  unsigned  article. 

16.  Op.  cit.,  p.  668.  Similarly  T.  E.  Lawrence,  “Tlie  Outlook  in  the 
Middle  East”,  Round  Table,  December  1919.  He  also  speaks  of  a  “genuine 
nationalism”  in  Egypt,  of  the  difficulties  of  the  British  occupation  of 
Mesopotamia  and  the  necessity  of  granting  the  nationalists  self-government 
in  order  to  win  them  as  partners  in  the  Commonwealth.  An  “Oriental 
Dominion”  would  be  a  major  “achievement”,  since  it  seemed  the  alternative 


NOTES 


536 

to  a  possible  conflict  between  the  British  Commonwealth  and  the  “Oriental 
World”,  p.  97. 

17.  Butler,  op.  cit,,  p.  69. 

18.  “The  extent  of  this  work  after  the  war,  sometimes  known  as  the 
white  man's  burden,  will  never  be  so  vast  that  it  will  never  be  accomplished 
at  all  unless  it  is  shared  in  proportions  equal  to  their  strength  by  the  four 
allies  now  united  in  fighting  the  German”,  p.  69, 

19.  Letter  of  October  1918,  quoted  in  Butler,  op.  cit.,  p.  68.  Urged  by 
Kerr,  Curtis  wrote  the  important  article  “Windows  of  Freedom”,  in  Round 
Table,  December  1918,  in  which  he  stressed  the  role  of  the  U.S.  ljut  rejected 
the  American  concept  of  a  league  of  nations  in  charge  of  colonial  administra¬ 
tion.  Only  when  such  a  league  had  become  an  institutional  world  government 
could  it  take  over  such  grave  tasks. 

20.  Op.  cit.,  p.  663. 

21.  Cf.  the  essay  “Windows  of  Freedom”.  Neither  the  U.S.  nor  Great 
Britain  could  retire  into  an  isolation  “which  was  never  splendid”.  Nation¬ 
alism  and  the  balance  of  power  had  led  to  the  war,  and  Britain  had 
“outlived  its  time”.  In  so  far  as  the  League  of  Nations  really  fulfilled  its 
task  the  Commonwealth  could  only  gain  “by  using  its  naval  power  as  the 
agent  of  the  League  to  check  aggression”.  “The  British  Commonwealth  is 
a  genuine  League  of  Nations,  and  a  good  deal  more.  It  is  a  League  and 
more  than  a  League,  a  State  and  less  than  a  State”  (p.  17). 

22.  Cf.  p.  17. 

23.  Vladimir  Halperin,  Lord  Milner  et  revolution  de  V imperialisme 
britannique  (1950),  pp.  192  f.  Milner  himself  wrote:  “Those  who,  in  their 
enthusiasm  for  a  wider  world-embracing  League,  are  indifferent  to  the  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  League  of  British  Nations,  run  the  risk  of  throwing  away 
the  substance  for  the  shadow”.  Questions  of  the  Hour,  2nd  ed.  (1925), 
p.  200. 

24.  Appendix  to  Questions  of  the  Hour.  Also  speech  given  as  colonial  minis¬ 
ter,  10  April  1919,  “The  British  League  of  Nations”,  in  United  Empire  (1919- 
20),  pp.  223  f. 

25.  See  article  “The  Aftermath  of  War”  in  Questions  of  the  Hour. 

26.  George  E.  Kirk,  Kurze  Geschichte  des  Nahen  Ostens,  (n.d.,  1958),  pp. 

160  f.  Elizabeth  Monroe,  Britain’s  Moment  in  the  Middle  East,  1914-1956 
(1963),  pp.  55  Kedouri,  “Sa’-ad  Zaghloul  and  the  British”,  Middle 

Eastern  Affairs,  No.  2,  ed.  A.  Hourani,  St  Antony’s  Papers,  No.  11  (1961). 

27.  Details  on  a  draft  constitution  by  the  protectorate  authorities;  cf.  Kirk, 
op.  cit.,  p.  161. 

28.  Lord  Lloyd,  Egypt  since  Cromer,  I  (1933),  293.  Balfour  in  the  House 
of  Commons  on  17  November  1919:  “British  supremacy  exists,  British 
supremacy  is  going  to  be  maintained,  and  let  nobody  either  in  Egypt  nor  out 
of  Egypt  make  any  mistake  upon  this  cardinal  principle  of  HMG.”  In  House 
of  Commons,  CXXI,  771. 

29.  Cf.  Milner’s  letter  to  Lloyd  George  on  28  December  1919,  quoted  in 
A.  M.  Collin,  Proconsul  in  Politics  (1964),  p.  590. 

30.  Report  of  the  Special  Mission  to  Egypt.  Commonwealth  Documents 
1131  (1921).  Also  Milner  in  the  House  of  Lords  on  4  November  1920,  XLII, 
212  f.:  “My  intimate  conviction  is  that,  while  there  is  undoubtedly  an 
element  of  Egyptian  nationalism  which  is  anti-British,  the  better  and  stronger 
elements  of  it  are  not  anti-British  but  simply  pro-Egyptian,  that  between  the 
honest  pro-Egyptian  nationalist  and  a  British  imperialist  statesman  there  can 
be  a  good  and  permanent  alliance,  and  that  here  is  no  permanent  conflict  of 
interests.” 


NOTES 


537 

31.  Cf.  the  diaries  of  DuflE  Cooper,  a  young  employee  in  the  Egyptian 
department  of  the  Colonial  Office,  Old  Men  Forget  (1954),  pp.  102  f. 

32.  Besides  Duff  Cooper,  also  Halperin,  Milner,  pp.  63  f.  Nicolson  men¬ 
tions  a  memorandum  by  Curzon  on  October  11,  1920  in  which  Curzon  agreed 
to  Milner’s  proposal,  Nachkriegsdiplomatie,  op.  cit.  p.  176. 

33.  The  Egyptian  Problem  (1920),  pp.  302  f. 

34-  Egypt  a  Nation”,  Round  Table,  X  (1920),  43.  Economist,  28  August 
1920.  Similarly  W.  Ormsby-Gore  (under-secretary  of  state  for  colonies,  1922— 
1929),  Egypt  and  the  Milner  Proposals”,  Nineteenth  Century,  December 
1920. 

35.  Duff  Cooper,  op.  cit,  p.  103. 

36.  House  of  LorcR,  4  November  1920,  XLII,  180,  190. 

37.  Egypt  since  Cromer,  1,  312  f.,  560  f.;  II,  Introduction.  Lord  Salisbury 
uses  the  sarne  arguments;  cf.  House  of  Lords,  4  November  1920,  XLII,  183. 

38.  Ob.  cit,  Introduction,  pp.  4  f.  He  continues:  “In  all  these  eountries  the 
real  problem  has  been  administrative,  and  we  have  chosen  to  regard  it  as 
political.  What  was  the  reason?  Was  it  simply  the  hypnotism  exercised  over 
us  by  the  disastrous  ery  of  ‘self-determination’?  or  were  we  also  the  victims  of 
a  growing  indifference  to  responsibilities  which  did  not  appear  to  concern  our 
purely  material  welfare?” 

39.  Op.  cit.,  p.  8. 

40.  Kedouri,  Sa’-ad  Zaghloul,  p.  154. 

41.  Annoyed  that  even  Curzon  had  given  in,  Churchill  passed  him  a  note 
over  the  table  during  the  Cabinet  meeting  reading:  “Surely  you  cannot 
realise  how  very  seriously  an  Egyptian  surrender  will  be  attached  to  your  own 
great  reputation  in  the  British  Empire.  It  leaves  me  absolutely  baffled  to 
comprehend  why  you  should  be  in  this  side  or  why  you  should  have  insisted 
on  keeping  Egyptian  affairs  in  your  hands,  only  to  lead  us  to  this  melancholic 
conclusion.  It  grieves  me  to  see  what  is  unfolding.”  Quoted  in  Leonhard  Mos¬ 
ley,  The  Glorious  Fault,  The  Life  of  Lord  Curzon  (i960),  pp.  247  f.  For 
Curzon’s  attitude  in  1921-1922  cf.  Nicolson,  op.  cit,  pp.  177  f. 

42.  Quoted  in  Elie  Kedouri,  England  and  the  Middle  East.  The  Destruction 
of  the  Ottoman  Empire  1914-1921  (1956),  p.  189.  Similarly  the  former 
liberal  prime  minister,  Asquith,  in  the  House  of  Commons  on  23  June  1920: 
“Whatever  may  be  its  possibilities  of  resurrection,  reconstruction  or  revitali¬ 
sation,  it  is  certainly  not  a  duty  which  is  incumbent  upon  us  to  take  upon 
our  already  overburdened  shoulders”,  CXXX,  2236. 


THE  BRITISH  COMMONWEALTH  OF  NATIONS 

1.  Halperin,  Lord  Milner,  pp.  189  f. 

2.  Quoted  in  Butler,  Lord  Lothian,  p.  40,  note. 

3.  Cf.  Butler,  op.  cit.  ch.  III.  Kerr,  for  instance,  thought  that  Curtis’ 
Organic  Union  would  drive  Canada  to  secession;  letter  in  November  1909, 
p.  39.  Carroll  Quigley,  “The  Round  Table  Groups  in  Canada,  1908-1938”, 
The  Canadian  Historical  Review,  September  1962. 

4.  J.  D.  B.  Miller,  Richard  Jebb  and  the  Problem  of  Empire  (1956). 

5.  W.  K.  Hancock,  Survey  of  British  Commonwealth  Affairs,  I  (1937),  41. 

6.  Selected  Speeches  and  Documents  on  British  Colonial  Policy  1763-1917, 
ed.  A.  B.  Keith  (ed.  1953),  pp.  247  ff. 

7.  Op.  cit.,  p.  358. 

8.  “The  Dominions  and  the  Settlement”,  in  Round  Table,  V,  325. 

9.  Hans  E.  Bartschi,  Die  Entwicklung  vom  imperialistischen  Reichsge- 


NOTES 


538 

danken  zur  modernen  Idee  des  Commonwealth  im  Lebenswerk  Lord  Bal- 
fours  (1957),  p.  135-  . 

10.  “It  will  then  be  plain  that  the  liberties  which  have  been  saved  cannot 
be  secured  for  the  future,  unless  the  burden  involved  is  recognized  as  a  first 
charge  on  the  revenues,  not  of  one,  but  of  all  the  free  communities  of  the 
Commonwealth  in  peace  as  well  as  in  war.”  The  Problem  of  the  Common¬ 
wealth  (1916),  p.  7. 

11.  Hancock,  op.  cit.,  I,  52  f.  S.  A.  de  Smith,  The  Vocabulary  of  Com¬ 
monwealth  Relations,  1954.  Nicholas  Mansergh,  The  Name  and  Nature  of  the 
British  Commonwealth,  1955.  Alfred  Zimmem  had  also  published  his  famous 
The  Creek  Commonwealth  in  1911. 

12.  Earl  of  Cromer,  “Imperial  Federation”,  in  Cromer,  Haldane,  Marshall, 
et  al.,  After-War  Problems,  ed.  W.  H.  Dawson  (1917). 

13.  “The  Growing  Necessity  of  Constitutional  Reform  ,  in  Round  Table, 
7  December  1916. 

14.  Bartschi,  op.  cit.,  p.  137. 

15.  “The  Organisation  of  the  Empire,  a  Suggestion”,  The  Nineteenth 
Century,  March  1917. 

16.  John  Bowie,  Viscount  Samuel,  a  Biography  (1957),  p.  153, 

17.  Bartschi,  op.  cit.,  p.  140. 

18.  Round  Table,  December  1920,  p.  12,  note  2,  explicitly  dissociates  itself 
from  Curtis. 

19.  Imperial  Unity  and  the  Dominions  (1916).  Letters  on  Imperial  Re¬ 
lations  (1935). 

20.  Imperial  Unity,  p.  7. 

21.  Op.  cit.,  p.  24. 

22.  Op.  dt.,  p.  25. 

23.  Op.  cit.,  p.  510. 

24.  Selected  Speeches  and  Documents,  p.  376. 

25.  Op.  cit,  p.  379. 

26.  Op.  cit,  p.  391. 

27.  Op.  cit,  p.  397. 

28.  “We  are  not  a  State  but  a  community  of  States  and  nations.  We  are 
far  greater  than  any  Empire  which  has  ever  existed,  and  by  using  this  ancient 
expression  we  really  disguise  the  main  fact  that  our  whole  position  is  dif¬ 
ferent,  and  that  we  are  not  one  State  or  nation  or  Empire,  but  a  whole  world 
by  ourselves,  consisting  of  many  nations,  of  many  States,  and  all  sorts  of 
conimunities,  under  one  flag.  .  .  .  We  are  a  system  of  States  and  not  a 
statioriary  but  a  dynamic  and  evolving  system,  always  going  forward  to  new 
destinies.”  Speech  before  the  British  Parliament  on  15  May  1917,  quoted 
in  W.  K.  Hancock,  Smuts,  The  Sanguine  Years,  Vol.  I,  1870-1919  (1962), 
p.  431. 

29.  Patrick  Gordon-Walker,  The  Commonwealth  (1962),  p.  98. 

30.  R.  MacGregor  Dawson,  The  Development  of  Dominion  Status  1900- 
1936  (1937).  E.  A.  Walker,  The  British  Empire,  Its  Structure  and  Spirit, 
2nd  ed.  (1953),  pp.  150  f.  Gordon-Walker,  op.  cit.,  pp.  98  f.  Speeches  and 
Documents  on  the  British  Dominions  1918-1931,  ed.  A.  B.  Keith  (1932). 

31.  J.  D.  B.  Miller,  The  Commonwealth  in  the  World  (1938),  p.  42. 

32.  E.  A.  Walker,  op.  cit.,  p.  152. 

33.  Speeches  and  Documents  on  the  British  Dominions  1918-1931,  pp.  161 
f.  H.  Duncan  Hall,  “The  Genesis  of  the  Balfour  Declaration  of  1926”, 
Journal  of  Commonwealth  Studies,  I  (1962),  3.  Hall  also  shows  how  memo¬ 
randa  by  Smuts  and  L.  S.  Amery  prepared  for  the  1926  formula  and  how 
Hertzog  finally  made  concessions  after  all,  amongst  others  giving  up  the  word 


NOTES 


539 

“independence”,  because  Mackenzie  King  (Canada)  could  only  see  this  as 
meaning  secession.  For  Balfour  cf.  also  Bartschi,  op.  cit. 

34.  Prime  Minister  Baldwin  called  the  Crown  “the  last  link  of  Empire 
that  is  left”;  quoted  in  N.  Mansergh,  “The  Commonwealth  at  the  Queen’s 
Accession”,  International  Affairs,  July  1953,  p.  279. 

35.  As  an  example  we  can  take  Lord  Lloyd,  Chairman  of  the  Navy  League 
and  the  Empire  Economic  Union,  who  declared  in  an  interview  with  an 
Australian  newspaper:  “The  United  States  of  America,  following  a  policy  of 
mutual  economic  co-operation  over  a  vast  and  rich  territory,  have  built  up 
a  position  as  the  dominating  power  in  the  economic  world.  In  Europe,  far- 
seeing  men  realise  that  the  day  of  small  economic  units  is  passing  away,  and 
our  former  allies  and  enemies  are  being  forced  to  consider  some  sort  of  closer 
economic  union  for  a  continent.  In  the  coming  realignment  of  world  economic 
forces  the  nations  of  the  Empire  cannot  afford  to  remain  isolated  economic 
units.  They  will  be  compelled,  unless  they  are  to  fall  behind  in  the  whole 
progress  of  world-development  to  combine  to  make  the  Empire  one  economic 
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Tinker,  Ballot  Box  and  Bayonnet  (1964),  pp.  10  f. 
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from  this  on  27  December  1927:  “.  .  .  if  our  patriotism  is  a  prejudice  and 
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43.  Gopal  quoted  a  remark  of  Gandhi’s:  “I  can  wait  for  the  Dominion 
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266  f.  History  of  the  Times,  II  (1952),  872  f. 
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her  this  opportunity,  if  you  refuse  it  to  her,  you  will  infallibly  lose  India, 
whatever  you  do,  before  two  generations  are  passed.  That,  to  my  mind,  is  the 
choice.  Believing  that,  I  can  do  no  other  than  give  you  the  advice  I  do  .  .  . 
so  convinced  am  I  that  I  am  right  in  this  matter — as  convinced  as  some  of 
my  friends  are  that  I  am  wrong — that  if  I  stood  alone  I  would  put  these  views 
before  you.  .  .  .”  He  reviewed  the  whole  Indian  question  again  over  the  radio 
on  5  February  1935,  and  reminded  the  critics  of  the  bill  that  if  they  argued, 
as  they  did,  that  parliamentary  government  was  not  suited  to  the  East,  then 
the  conclusion  must  be  “that  for  a  hundred  years  we  have  been  on  the 
wrong  track  in  our  Indian  policy;  that  we  should  now  reverse  our  steps  and 
set  out  again  in  the  direction  of  autocracy  and  despotism.  TTiose  who  use  this 
argument  cannot  pretend  that  they  stand  by  the  pledge  we  gave  in  the  Pre¬ 
amble  of  the  Act  of  1919.  .  .  .  In  accordance  with  our  historic  policy  and 
with  the  object  of  keeping  our  Empire  together,  we  have  given  India  certain 
pledges.  Those  pledges  must  be  fulfilled.”  From  A.  W.  Baldwin,  My  Father: 
The  True  Story,  pp.  176  f.  Similarly  the  Marquess  of  Zetland  (governor  of 
Bengal  1917-1922  and  biographer  of  Curzon)  wrote  in  “Self-government 
for  India”,  Foreign  Affairs,  October  1930:  “But  whether  the  extreme  national¬ 
ist  come  to  London  in  October  or  whether  they  do  not,  matters  cannot  rest 
where  they  are.  Great  Britain  is  pledged  to  go  forward  with  an  experiment 
fraught  with  momentous  consequences,  whether  for  better  or  for  worse,  to 
peoples  numbering  not  less  than  one  fifth  of  the  human  race;  and  she  cannot 
now  withdraw  from  the  furrow  which  she  has  set  forth  to  plough”,  p.  12. 
See  also,  “After  the  India  Conference”,  Foreign  Affairs,  April  1932. 

51.  “'ITie  Indian  Tragedy”,  19  April  193°-  Gandhi  “is  a  supreme  symbol 
of  the  relentless  urge  for  unimpeded  self-expression,  which  is  the  strength 
and  force  of  awakened  India”.  TTie  Indians  were  expecting  a  rapid  fulfilment 
of  the  1917  promise  and  were  rightly  suspicious. 

52.  proceedings  of  the  Round-Table  Conference  have  awakened 
people  in  this  country  to  the  dominating  fact  that,  with  whatever  transitional 
safeguards  you  please,  real  responsibility  in  the  Central  Government,  as  in 
the  Proviiices,  is  demanded  by  all  shades  of  ‘moderate’  Indian  opinion, 
without  distinction  of  race,  faith  or  caste,  and  is  also  supported  by  the 
rulers  of  the  States.  It  is  a  demand  which  the  great  majority  of  British  citizens 
both  in  this  country  and  in  the  Commonwealth  as  a  whole  are  disposed  to 
recognise  as  just  in  principle.  We  have  no  interest,  moral  or  material,  in  India 
which  would  warrantably  lead  us  to  contemplate,  as  an  alternative  to  co¬ 
operating  in  the  realization  of  that  demand,  the  intolerable  prospect  of  re¬ 
pression  and  revolution  which  refusal  of  it  would  inevitably  entail.  With  all 
respect  to  Mr.  Churchill,  who  has  suggested  that  ‘it  is  not  yet  too  late.  .  .  . 
The  key  to  Indian  government  is  still  in  our  hands’,  we  venture  to  assert  that 
there  can  be  no  going  back.  This  country  has  heard  the  case  stated  in  the 
capital  of  the  Empire  by  India’s  spokesmen,  and  the  opinion  of  the  country 
has  conceded  the  essential  principles  for  which  they  asked.  The  rest  is  for 
the  lawyer  or  the  expert.  The  Indian  Empire  is  ended,  the  day  of  the  Indian 
Federated  Commonwealth  has  begun.  It  is  useless  for  Mr.  Churchill  to 
moan  for  the  past.”  “The  Conference  of  the  Future”,  24  January  1931,  No. 
4561,  p.  15c. 

53.  Speech  broadcast  on  1  January  1935  in  Evolution  in  India,  p.  316. 

54.  Typically  British  is  Philip  Kerr’s  letter  to  Dawson:  “To  take  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  government  which  converts  every  Radical  into  more  or  less  a 
Conservative.  .  .”.  Butler,  Lord  Lothian,  p.  182. 

55.  House  of  Commons,  7  November  1929,  CCXXXI,  1312  f. 

56.  House  of  Commons,  11  February  1935,  CCXCVII,  1719-22.  Similarly 
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Amery  wrote:  “Undoubtedly  the  conditions  of  India  are  not  such  as  to  make 
equal  status  possible  to-day  .  .  but  .  .  recognition  of  equality  in  co¬ 
operation  within  the  British  Empire  as  between  Asia  and  Europe  may  mean 
a  great  deal  not  only  to  the  British  Empire,  but  to  the  world”,  i;  Tune 
quoted  in  My  Political  Life,  III,  108. 

57.  In  a  speech  before  the  European  Association  in  Calcutta  he  said: 
“However  emphatically  we  condemn  the  civil  disobedience  movement  .  , 
Vi^hatever  powers  we  find  necessary  to  take  to  combat  it,  so  long  as  it  persists 
we  should  .  .  .  make  a  profound  mistake  if  we  under-estimate  the  genuine 
and  powerful  feeling  of  nationalism  that  is  to-day  animating  much  of  Indian 
thought.  And  for  this  no  simple,  complete,  or  permanent  cure  has  ever  been 
or  can  be  found  in  strong  action  by  the  Government.”  From  The  Times, 
weekly  ed.,  1  January  1931. 

58.  E.g.  Lord  Meston,  Nationhood  for  India  (lectures  in  the  U.S.)  (1931). 

59.  E.g.  the  report  from  India  in  Round  Table,  XII  (1922). 

60.  Rothermund,  p.  157. 

61.  Hoare,  Nine  Troubled  Years,  p.  87;  Nicolson,  King  George  the  Fifth,  p. 
509. 

62.  Das,  India  under  Morley  and  Minto,  p.  70. 

63.  P.  vi. 

64.  A  memorandum  of  the  European  Association  states,  among  other 
things,^  that  the  ministry  for  the  police  must  not  be  transferred  to  Indians 
until  “local  European  opinion  considers  this  safe”  [I],  p.  249. 

65.  “If  these  300  millions  had  been  really  determined  against  British  rule, 
they  would  never  have  accepted  it,”  p.  259. 

66.  To  treat  India  the  same  as  the  white  dominions  would  be  “absurd,  and 
nothing  of  the  kind  has  ever  promised.  .  .  .  Dominions  are  bound  by  those 
loyalties  of  blood,  language,  religion,  history  and  literature  to  the  mother 
country”,  pp.  283,  285. 

67.  P.  319. 

68.  Cf.  also  the  reader’s  letter  of  another  retired  ICS  man  in  reply  to  the 
article  “The  Indian  Tragedy”  in  the  Spectator  (cf.  note  51,  pp.  68-69),  3  May 
1930.  The  younger  and  more  active  members  of  the  Indian  Civil  Service 
were  no  doubt  more  progressive.  Of  their  position,  difficulties  and  attitude 
there  is  an  excellent  description  in  Philip  Woodruff  (Philip  Mason),  The 
Men  who  Ruled  India,  II,  220,  244  f. 

69.  Birkenhead,  p.  518.  Lord  Winterton  (conservative  under-secretary  of 
state  for  India  1922-1929)  took  a  similar  position  in  a  letter  to  The  Times: 
it  was  important  to  distinguish  between  responsible  government  and  domin¬ 
ion  status,  as  Southern  Rhodesia  had  shown:  “As  a  result  of  the  Imperial 
Conference  of  1926  Dominion-status  has  attained  a  very  special  meaning 
which  is  inapplicable  in  all  particulars  to  India.  Dominion-status  obviously 
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as  a  result  of  the  amendment  of  the  Government  of  India  Act  receive 
Dominion  Status,  it  will  involve  the  withdrawal  of  the  British  Army;  if, 
on  the  other  hand.  Parliament  decided  to  grant  a  further  or  full  measure 
of  Responsible  Government,  the  British  Army  can  remain  in  India.  .  .  . 
Before  the  advent  of  the  present  administration  the  phrase  'Dominion  Status’ 
was  carefully  avoided  when  reiterated  promises  were  made  that  the  British 
goal  in  India  was  Responsible  Government  within  the  Empire.”  The  Times, 
weekly  ed.,  24  July  1930,  p.  120. 

70.  House  of  Lords,  5  November  1929,  LXXV,  404  f. 

71.  “To  me  it  has  been  a  matter  of  deep  regret  that  the  term  has  ever 
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been  used  in  relation  to  India.  .  .  .  There  is  no  accepted  definition  of 
Dominion  status.  ...  I  should  have  preferred  to  put  it  in  this  way,  that 
the  goal  that  we  have  in  view  as  the  ultimate  state  of  things  in  India  is 
one  by  which  all  Indian  affairs  should,  so  far  as  is  compatible  with  the 
continuance  of  British  India  as  part  of  the  British  Empire,  be  managed 
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were  concerned.  The  representatives  of  the  Government  of  India  attended 
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tutional  rights  and  system  as  Ganada  in  any  period  which  we  could  foresee. 
...  I  do  not  admit  that  the  sense  in  which  the  expression  ‘Dominion  Status’ 
was  used  10  or  15  years  ago  implied  Dominion  structure  or  Dominion 
rights  ...  I  do  not  admit  that  it  means  structure  or  rights.  The  word 
‘status’  means  rank — not  necessarily  rights  or  structure.”  House  of  Commons, 
3  December  1931,  GGLX,  1287-88. 

73.  “.  .  .  the  moment  you  set  up  responsible  Government  at  the  Gentre, 
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themselves.”  Annual  Conference  (1920),  p.  156. 

81.  E.g.  Annual  Conference  (1927):  “We  reaffirm  the  right  of  the  Indian 
peoples  to  full  self-government  and  self-determination,  and  therefore  the 
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Bengal  and  give  the  Swarajists  Swaraj  there  just  for  the  fun  of  seeing  results.” 
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era,  we  are  atternpting  to  enter  what  may  be  the  greatest  chapter  in  the 
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1935,  CCCII,  1824  f. 
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97.  Besides  what  we  have  mentioned  earlier,  it  is  worth  noting  R. 
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same.”  “Report  of  the  Commission  on  Closer  Union  in  Eastern  and  Central 
Africa",  Commonwealth  Documents  3234  (1929),  pp.  34  f. 
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55.  Op.  cit.,  p.  415.  Also,  e.g.  “throughout  the  greater  part  of  the  colonial 
Empire,  it  is,  for  the  present,  at  any  rate,  the  British  presence  alone 
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Welfare  in  the  Caribbean,  a  Colonial  Dilemma  (1949);  J.  H.  Parry  and 
P.  H.  Sherlock,  A  Short  History  of  the  West  Indies  (i960).  “New  Era  in  the 
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THE  LABOUR  PARTY  DURING  AND  AFTER 
THE  SECOND  WORLD  WAR 

1.  House  of  Commons,  CCCLXXX,  2027. 

2.  Vote  in  the  House  of  Lords,  cf.  above,  p.  228. 

3.  House  of  Commons,  CCCLXXX,  2046. 
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and  land  should  be  declared  inalienable  by  private  sale  or  purchase.  All 
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155- 
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TTiey  want  action”;  House  of  Commons,  13  July  1943,  CCCXCI,  72. 

13.  Creech-Jones,  26  June  1942,  op.  cit.,  p.  2045. 

14.  Op.  cit.,  p.  2044. 
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ported  the  resolution,  Annual  Congress  (1943),  p.  208.  Cf.  also  International 
Action  in  the  Colonies,  Report  of  a  Committee  of  the  Fabian  Research 
Bureau,  September  1943. 

16.  “Control  of  Dependent  Territories”,  New  Commonwealth,  2  Mareh 
1953,  pp.  214  f.  Tire  “Statement  of  policy  on  colonial  affairs”  of  1954  ac¬ 
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tainment  of  that  goal  in  many  instances  cannot  be  near  at  hand.”  Annual 
Conference  (1943),  p.  4.  “It  would  be  ignorant,  dangerous  nonsense  to 
talk  about  grants  for  full  self-government  to  many  of  the  dependent  ter¬ 
ritories  for  some  time  to  come.”  Herbert  Morrison  on  10  January  1943, 
The  times,  11  January  1943. 

21.  “Socialist  at  the  same  time  because  of  their  dislike  of  imperialism 
and  control  of  one  people  by  another,  they  cannot  stop  their  ears  to  the 
claims  of  the  colonial  peoples  and  renounce  responsibility  towards  British 
territories  because  of  some  sentimental  inclination  to  ‘liberalism'  or  in¬ 
ternational  administration.  To  throw  off  the  colonial  Empire  in  this  way, 
would  be  to  betray  the  peoples  and  our  trust.”  Creech-jones  in  the  preface 
to  Colonial  Essays,  p.  13. 

22.  Leonard  Woolf  in  Fabian  Colonial  Essays,  p.  92. 

23.  Op.  cit.,  p.  98. 

24.  Kenya:  White  Man’s  Country?  Report  to  the  Fabian  Colonial  Bureau, 
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26.  Speech  on  10  January  1943.  The  Times  printed  the  text  on  11  January 
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28.  Op.  cit.,  p.  184.  One  could  not  know,  he  said,  which  way  things 
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29.  E.g.  Under-Secretary  of  State  Ivor  Thomas  on  29  July  1947:  twenty 
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Commonwealth  Documents,  7433.  Creech-jones  in  New  Essays,  pp.  51  f. 
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30.  E.g.  Creech-jones  in  the  House  of  Commons  on  29  July  1947,  House 
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31.  Bennett,  pp.  99  f. 

32.  Dr.  Morgan,  9  July  1946,  House  of  Commons,  CDXXV,  287.  Guest, 
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Horriban  as  chairman,  and  Rita  Hinden,  Secretary  of  the  Fabian  Colonial 
Bureau. 
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Empire  (1947-1948)”,  Commonwealth  Documents  7433  (1948),  p.  64. 

47.  House  of  Commons,  16  Febmary  1945,  CDVIII,  541  f. 
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Indian  Politics  1936-1942  (1943);  R.  P.  Masani,  Britain  in  India  (i960); 
V.  P.  Menon,  The  Transfer  of  Power  in  India  (1957);  Leonhard  Mosley, 
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4.  Commonwealth  Documents  6219  (1940);  Gwyer  and  Appadorai,  p.  504, 

5.  The  secreta*y  of  state  for  India,  L.  S.  Amery,  said  very  clearly:  “There 
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of  Japanese  invasion  threatened  India  in  a  terrible  manner  and  I  personally, 
was  induced  to  agree  to  them  by  the  all-compelling  war  interest,  as  it  seemed, 
of  trying  to  rally  all  the  forces  in  India  to  the  defence  of  their  soil  against 
Japanese  aggression  and  all  the  horrors  that  would  follow  therefrom”.  House 
of  Commons,  CDXXII,  2121. 

17.  Gandhi’s  words  are  well-known:  leave  India  to  the  hand  of  God,  or 
in  modern  terms,  to  anarchy,  quoted  in  Caspar  Schrenk-Notzing,  Hundert 
fahre  Indien  (1961),  p.  90.  This  sentence  provided  grist  for  the  conservatives’ 
mill,  since  they  naturally  did  not  forget  to  present  it  as  evidence  of  the 
Congress  party  leaders’  irresponsibility. 

18.  House  of  Commons,  10  September  1942,  CCCLXXXIII,  302. 

19.  House  of  Commons,  30  March  1943,  CCCLXXXVIII,  81. 

20.  Annual  Conference  (1943),  p.  40.  The  1944  conference  criticized 
the  attitude  of  the  party  leaders:  the  Atlantic  Charter  must  be  taken 
seriously,  and  dominion  status  must  be  proclaimed  at  once.  Speaking  before 
the  party  executive  committee,  Cordon-Walker  defended  the  members  of 
the  government  (Attlee,  Bevin,  Morrison),  pp.  186,  189. 

21.  “The  British  Government  would  not  overrule  any  decision  taken  by 
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India  not  to  remain  in  the  British  Commonwealth  after  the  war  if  the  people 
of  India  had  established  an  agreed  constitution.”  Bhagat,  p.  253. 

22.  Gwyer  and  Appadorai,  pp.  557  f. 

23.  House  of  Commons,  15  August  1945,  CDXIII,  57. 

24.  TJis  also  becomes  clear  in  Wavell’s  declaration  after  his  return  from 

India:  .  .  to  promote  the  early  realisation  of  self-government  in  India 

...  to  convene  as  soon  as  possible,  a  constitution-making  body  .  .  .  ,  bringing 
India  to  Self-Government  at  the  earliest  possible  date  .  .  .  ,  Bhagat,  p.  324. 

25.  House  of  Commons,  CDXX,  1421  f. 

26.  Cf.  also  Cooke,  Cripps,  pp.  342  f. 

27.  Mosley,  pp.  22  f. 

28.  Gwyer  and  Appadorai,  pp.  577  f. 

29.  Gandhi:  “it  is  the  best  document  the  British  could  have  produced 
in  the  circumstances”,  quoted  in  Bhagat,  p.  356. 

30.  Even  the  usually  pro-Nehru  Miehael  Brecher  is  eritical  in  his  well- 
known  biography  of  Nehru.  Azad  is  also  critieal,  India  Wins  Freedom 
(1959),  p. -160. 

31.  The  secretary  of  state  for  India  in  the  Labour  government.  Lord 
Pethick-Lawrence,  in  the  House  of  Lords  on  25  February  1947,  CXLV,  944. 

32.  G\vyer  and  Appadorai,  p.  667. 

33.  Writers  have  not  noted  the  fact  that  the  New  Statesman  had  already 
demanded  a  “time  limit”  on  8  February — ^in  answer  to  the  boycott  of  the 
constitutional  assembly  by  the  Muslim  League.  Similarly,  the  old,  left-wing 
expert  on  India,  H.  W.  Brailsford  on  15  February:  “It  is  to  announce  at 
once  that  we  shall  complete  our  withdrawal  from  India  by  a  specified  date, 
not  more  than  twelve  months  hence.  That  said,  we  should  call  on  Pandit 
Nehru  to  form  a  re-modelled  Interim  Government,  to  which  full  powers 
will  be  granted  to  act  in  the  new  circumstances.  We  should  add  to  our 
announcement  the  recommendation  that  before  the  Viceroy  leaves  New 
Delhi  the  Constituent  Assembly  shall  appoint  a  provisional  President  of  the 
Indian  Union  to  take  his  place.  Such  an  announcement  would  transform 
Indian  politics.  As  troopship  followed  troopship  homewards  and  one  bar¬ 
racks  after  another  was  emptied,  Indian  doubts  in  our  sincerity  would  vanish, 
and  the  Muslim  League  would  have  to  revise  its  tactics.  How  quickly  it 
would  adjust  itself  one  cannot  say.  What  is  reasonably  certain  is  that  it 
could  not  for  very  long  maintain  its  refusal  to  negotiate  directly  with 
Congress,  or  to  enter  the  Constituent  Assembly.  The  same  considerations 
apply  to  the  Princes.  The  key  to  a  peaceful  settlement  is  to  treat  the 
Constituent  Assembly  as  the  legitimate  fountain  of  power.  What  solution 
Congress  and  League  will  hammer  out,  when  they  face  each  other  without 
the  presence  of  a  foreign  power,  we  need  not  try  to  guess.  Conceivably, 
they  may  adopt  the  Mission’s  compromise  with  a  few  modifications.  So  soon 
as  Hindus  and  Muslims  realise  that  it  lies  with  them  alone  to  determine 
how  they  shall  live  as  neighbours  in  their  own  land,  their  instinct  of  self- 
preservation  will  bring  them  together.  The  best  service  we  can  render  to 
peaee  is  to  leave  them  with  the  friendliest  of  farewells,  alone”,  pp.  127  f. 

34.  “We  took  the  view  that  the  fixing  of  a  definite  term  .  .  .  should 
provide  the  strongest  inducement  to  them  to  sink  their  differences  and  to 
act  together.”  House  of  Commons,  5  March  1947,  CDXXXIV,  506.  “The 
fixing  of  an  early  date  is  designed  to  impress  on  the  Indian  parties,  first  of 
all,  the  complete  sincerity  of  HMG  in  their  promise  to  transfer  power  and 
authority,  and  secondly,  a  sense  of  the  urgeney  of  finding  solutions  to  their 
outstanding  difficulties,  themselves,  without  the  assistance  and  control  of 
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this  country.”  Lord  Pethick-Lawrence  in  House  of  Lords,  25  February  1947, 
CXLV,  949.  Similarly,  Lord  Listowel,  p.  985.  Attlee  said  in  retrospect:  “they 
would  talk  and  talk  and  talk,  and  as  long  as  they  eould  put  the  responsibility 
on  us  they  would  continue  to  quarrel  among  themselves.  Therefore  I  con¬ 
cluded  the  thing  to  do  was  to  bring  them  right  up  against  it  and  make 
them  see  they’d  got  to  faee  the  situation  themselves”.  Francis  Williams, 
A  Prime  Minister  Remembers  (1961),  p.  208. 

35.  Tire  Labour  minister  Dalton  summarized  the  situation,  writing,  in 
retrospeet:  “If  you  are  in  a  place  where  you  are  not  wanted  and  where  you 
have  not  got  the  force,  or  perhaps  the  will,  to  squash  those  who  don’t 
want  you,  the  only  thing  to  do,  is  to  come  out”.  ILigh  Dalton,  High  Life 
and  After.  Memoirs  ig^^-ig6o  (1962),  p.  211. 

36.  Williams,  p.  209;  Dalton,  p.  211. 

37.  Attlee  indireetly  admitted  that  he  was  obeying  Churchill;  Williams, 
p.  209. 

38.  House  of  Lords,  25  February  1947,  CXLV,  935. 

39.  House  of  Commons,  6  March  1947,  CDXXXIV,  678. 

40.  House  of  Lords,  op.  cit.,  p.  968. 

41.  House  of  Lords,  op.  cit.,  p.  1048. 

42.  House  of  Lords,  26  February  1947,  CXLV,  1016  f. 

43.  Williams,  p.  202.  Another  letter  of  eongratulations  from  Edward 
Cadogan,  eonservative  member  of  the  Simon  eommission,  op.  cit.,  p.  203. 

44.  The  pointed  picture,  given  by  Mosley  as  a  direct  attack  on  Lord 
Mountbatten,  certainly  does  not  do  justiee  to  the  difficult  question. 

45.  “I  shall  give  you  complete  assurance.  I  shall  see  to  it  that  there  is  no 
bloodshed  and  riot.  I  am  a  soldier,  not  a  eivilian.  Once  partition  is  ac¬ 
cepted  in  principle,  I  shall  issue  orders  to  see  that  there  are  no  communal 
disturbances  anywhere  in  the  eountry.  .  .  .”  Azad,  India  Wins  Freedom, 
p.  190. 

46.  Bhagat,  p.  419. 


BURMA  AND  CEYLON 

1.  Note  the  long  general  study  by  John  F.  Cady,  A  History  of  Burma 
(1958).  For  the  agrarian  problem  cf.  M.  Zinkin,  Asien  und  der  Westen 
(1953),  p.  127._ 

2.  J.  S.  Furnivall,  “Twilight  in  Burma;  Reeonquest  and  Crisis”,  Pacific 
Affairs,  XXII,  1  March  1949.  For  Furnivall’s  views  cf.  also  his  basic  work. 
Colonial  Policy  and  Practice.  A  Comparative  Study  of  Burma  and  Nether¬ 
lands  India  (1948-1956). 

3.  Maung  Maung,  Burma’s  Constitution,  2nd  ed.  (1961),  p.  32. 

4.  The  Indian  nationalist  K.  M.  Panikkar  expressed  the  following  views 
in  1943:  “.  .  .  while  still  subject  to  British  control  [Burma]  was  no  longer 
a  colony,  and  practically  governed  itself”.  The  Future  of  South-East  Asia, 
An  Indian  View  (1943),  p.  13. 

5.  Nicholas  Mansergh,  Survey  of  British  Commonwealth  Affairs.  Problems 
of  Wartime  Co-operation  and  Post-War  Change  1939-1952  (1958),  p.  241. 

6.  Important  for  what  follows:  Maurice  Collis,  Last  and  First  in  Burma 
(1941-1948)  (1958),  pp.  26  f.  Cady,  pp.  430  f. 

7.  Collis,  p.  35. 

8.  U  Saw  told  of  his  talk  with  Churchill:  “Churchill  said,  closely  studying 
my  face:  Tell  me,  Mr.  Prime  Minister,  are  not  the  Burmese  happier  under 
British  rule  than  under  Thibaw?”  U  Saw  answered  by  eomparing  England 
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under  German  rule,  to  whieh  Churchill  “did  not  reply  at  once  but  got  up 
in  anger  and  paced  the  room  for  a  few  minutes  without  further  speech. 
He  then  said  in  sorrow  rather  than  in  anger:  I  do  not  know  what  has  come 
over  you  young  people  nowadays”.  Quoted  in  Maung  Maung,  A  Trail  in 
Burma  (1962),  pp.  7  f.  We  cannot  vouch  for  the  authenticity  of  this  report, 
but  it  sounds  genuine. 

9.  “It  is  to  that  high  position  of  Dominion  status  .  .  .  that  we  wish  to 
help  Burma  to  attain  as  fully  and  completely  as  may  be  possible  under 
certain  contingencies  immediately  after  the  victorious  conclusion  of  the  war.” 
Quoted  in  Cady,  p.  431. 

10.  Collis,  p.  189. 

11.  Quoted  in  Cady,  p.  491. 

12.  Collis,  p.  210. 

13.  Cady,  p.  494. 

14.  Blue  Print  for  Burma,  ed.  National  Union  of  Conservative  and  Unionist 
Associations,  November  1944. 

15.  The  Times,  15  November  1944. 

16.  “But  economic  development  must  proceed,  even  at  the  risk  of  slow¬ 
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tradition.  Nothing  else  will  give  reality  to  the  pledges  which  Britain  must 
honour.” 

17.  Readers’  letters  in  The  Times,  24  November  and  2  December  1944. 

18.  House  of  Commons,  CDVI,  1078  f. 

19.  P.  1099.  For  the  preparations  within  the  Labour  party,  cf.  e.g.  E.  E. 
Dodd,  “Reconstruction  in  Burma  and  Malaya”,  in  Four  Colonial  Questions, 
ed.  Fabian  Colonial  Bureau,  December  1944.  But  it  speaks  only  vaguely  of 
future  dominion  status! 

20.  “.  .  .  unwise  at  this  stage  to  commit  ourselves  to  publicly  announced 
programmes.”  Secretary  of  State  Amery,  House  of  Commons,  CDVI,  1127. 

21.  Printed  in  Documents  and  Speeches  of  the  British  Commonwealth, 
ed.  Mansergh  (1953),  PP-  7^0  f. 

22.  House  of  Commons,  CDXI,  405. 

23.  P.  403. 

24.  The  Times,  2  June  1945. 

25.  In  December  Collis  had  written  in  the  Observer  that  even  acceptance 
of  the  Blue  Print  proposals  hardly  suEced  now:  “Our  Burmese  critics,  let 
us  hope,  will  be  indulgent,  be  slow  to  distrust  us,  be  patient  and  co-operate. 
But  my  own  frank  opinion  is  that  chance  of  a  happy  issue  in  Burma  remains 
faint”,  p.  230. 

26.  “Tlie  Future  of  Burma”,  Pacific  Affairs  (1945),  pp.  158  f. 

27.  Furnivall,  Twilight,  op.  cit. 

28.  Collis,  pp.  2^,  262. 

29.  “It  is  very  difficult  to  see  how  anything  short  of  handing  over  complete 
power  to  a  provisional  Government  could  ease  it.”  Collis,  p.  277. 

30.  The  Times,  6  April  1946,  “Tension  in  Burma”.  Again  on  6  June 
1946:  among  the  young  Burmese  there  was  a  feeling  of  frustration,  and 
their  reconstruction  required  co-operation:  “Burmese  want  their  country  re¬ 
constructed  in  their  own  way,  and  not  in  ours.”  On  5  August  it  stressed 
again  that  one  must  accept  their  right  to  dissociation! 

31.  Cady,  p.  539. 

32.  House  of  Commons,  20  December  1946,  CDXXXI,  2342  f. 

33.  House  of  Commons,  CDXXXI,  2343,  2350. 

34.  Cf.  Attlee’s  report  in  “As  It  Happened”  (1954),  p.  188.  Also  the 
commentary  in  the  New  Statesman:  “Tlie  political  life  of  Asia  no  longer 
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moves  at  a  leisurely  tempo.  The  Western  Powers,  after  a  century  or  more 
of  imperialist  rule,  now  face  politically  minded  people  who,  in  many  cases, 
helped  to  win  the  war  against  Japan,  and  now  demand  their  independence. 
Nothing  can  stem  the  tide  of  their  conscious  maturity;  the  real  problem 
is  whether  we,  the  French  and  the  Dutch,  are  willing  to  move  peacefully 
in  the  same  stream  of  history.  .  .  .  The  delegation,  expected  in  London 
this  week,  includes  some  of  the  ablest  of  Burmese  statesmen.  It  will  be 
warmly  welcome,  and  it  will  meet  many  friends  here  who  have  the  highest 
respect  and  affections  for  the  Burmans,  and  who  fully  accept  the  case 
for  Burmese  independence.  If  the  Burmans  can  believe  this  and  overcome 
suspicions,  often  unhappily  justified  in  the  past,  they  will  find  the  Govern¬ 
ment  willing  to  meet  their  demands  and  to  rebuild  Burmese-British  relations 
on  a  new  foundation  of  friendship”,  ii  January  1947,  p.  23. 

35.  Cady,  p.  572. 

36.  Cf.  the  biography  by  Sir  John  Kotelawala,  An  Asian  Prime  Minister’s 
Story  (1956). 

37.  Generally  the  decision  was  negative.  E.g.  Lennox  A.  Mills,  “Govern¬ 
ment  and  Social  Services  in  Ceylon”,  Far  Eastern  Survey,  2  c  August  1943; 
“Soulbury  Report”,  Commonwealth  Documents  66']’]  (1945),  p.  22;  “The 
Soulbury  Report”,  Round  Table,  XXXVI  (1945-1946),  57;  Ivor  Jennings, 
The  Dominion  of  Ceylon  (1952),  pp.  40  f.  The  judgement  was  positive  in 
the  judgement  of  Ceylonese  writer  S.  Namasivayam,  The  Legislatures  of 
Ceylon,  1928-1948  (1951),  pp.  29  f.  He  pointed  to  the  rapid  Ceylonization 
of  the  administration,  the  extension  of  social  services,  etc. 

38.  Namasivayam,  p.  120. 

39.  For  this  and  what  follows,  cf.  Sir  Ivor  Jennings,  The  Constitution 
of  Ceylon  (1949),  pp.  3  f. 

40.  The  declaration  of  26  May  1943  in  Documents  and  Speeches,  pp. 
714  ff. 

41.  Documents  and  Speeches,  pp.  719  f. 

42.  “Statement  of  Policy  on  Constitutional  Reform”,  Commonwealth  Docu¬ 
ments  6690;  excerpts  in  Documents  and  Speeches,  pp.  721  f.  Cf.  also 
Ivor  Jennings,  “Peaceful  Island  in  a  Troubled  Ocean”,  the  Listener,  5  May 
1949. 

43.  Op.  cit,  pp.  723  f. 

44.  Sir  Charles  Jeffries,  Ceylon,  The  Path  to  Independence  (1962),  pp. 
113  f.  Jeffries  played  a  decisive  part  in  the  negotiations. 

45.  Documents  and  Speeches,  p.  748. 

46.  Op.  cit,  pp.  749  f. 

47.  Op.  cit,  pp.  756  f. 


FROM  LEGISLATIVE  COUNCIL  TO  INDEPENDENCE: 

THE  GOLD  COAST  AND  NIGERIA 

1.  Coleman,  Nigeria,  p.  240;  cf.  also  Awolowo,  Path  to  Nigerian  Freedom 
(1947),  p.  30. 

2.  Lord  Swinton,  I  Remember  (1948).  Also  M.  Forbes.  “The  Impact 
of  the  War  on  British  West  Africa”,  International  Affairs  (1945),  pp. 
206  f.:  Coleman,  p.  251;  Bourret,  Gold  Coast,  pp.  142  f. 

3.  The  number  of  unions  in  Nigeria  rose  from  nine  in  1941  to  ninety- 
one  at  the  end  of  the  war;  the  number  of  union  members  rose  from  thirty 
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Problems  in  West  Africa  (1958),  pp.  61,  107. 
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4.  Africans  and  British  Rule  (1941). 

5.  “Education  for  Self-government”,  Foreign  Affairs,  October  1945. 

6.  P.  16.  Similarly,  the  preface  to  Martin  Wight,  The  Development  of 
the  Legislative  Council  (1946),  pp.  9  f. 

7.  On  Governing  Colonies  (1947)  (the  book  appears  to  have  been 
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8.  P.  109. 
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tion  they  were  made  with  too  many  mental  reservations.  .  .  “Native 
Administration  in  Africa”,  International  Affairs  (1947),  p.  339. 

10.  Quoted  in  L.  Gray  Cowan,  Local  Government  in  West  Africa  (1958), 
p.  62. 

11.  Dispatch  on  25  February  1947.  Cf.  also  Cowan,  p.  63  Creech-Jones 
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services”,  29  July  1947,  House  of  Commons,  CDXLI,  270.  The  Labour 
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Government  and  the  Colonies,  ed.  Rita  Hinden  (A  Report  to  the  Fabian 
Colonial  Bureau)  (1950). 

12.  Cowan,  pp.  63  f. 
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14.  Bryan  Keith  Lucas,  “The  Dilemma  of  Local  Government  in  Africa”, 
in  Essays  in  Imperial  Government,  presented  to  M.  Perham  (1963),  p.  200. 

15.  Cowan,  pp.  66  f. 

16.  Op.  cit.,  pp.  77  f. 

17.  Bourret,  p.  158;  Rita  Hinden,  Local  Government,  pp.  96  f.  112  f. 

18.  Bourret,  p.  181. 

19.  Philip  Garigue,  “Changing  Political  Leadership  in  West  Africa”, 
Africa  (1954),  p.  3. 

20.  Cf.  the  essay  by  Lucas,  op.  cit. 

21.  The  Ghanaian  K.  A.  Busia  spoke  of  a  “culpable  neglect  of  the 
development  of  local  Councils”.  London  and  the  nationalist  leaders  had 
directed  too  much  attention  to  the  Legislative  council  in  the  Centre,  so 
that  the  Gold  Coast  had  attained  self-government  “without  a  single  local 
authority  mature  enough  to  be  able  to  perform  all  the  functions  expected 
of  a  modern  government  authority”.  “The  Prospects  for  Parliamentary 
Democracy  in  the  Gold  Coast”,  Parliamentary  Affairs,  Vol.  V,  No.  4  (1952), 
pp.  440  f. 

22.  Bourret,  pp.  162  f.;  Apter,  pp.  143  f. 

23.  “Proposals  for  the  Revision  of  the  Constitution  of  Nigeria”,  Com¬ 
monwealth  Documents  6599  (1945),  introductory  note. 

24.  Op.  cit.,  p.  5  (dispatch  of  6  December  1944). 

25.  Coleman,  p.  273. 

26.  Governor  Macpherson  several  times  appealed  to  the  Nigerians  for 
unity,  and  in  1950  the  colonial  minister  James  Griffiths  declared:  “any 
tendency  to  break  up  Nigeria  into  separate  parts  would  in  the  view  of 
HMG  be  contrary  to  the  interests  of  the  peoples  of  all  three  Regions  and 
of  Nigeria  as  a  whole.”  Coleman,  p.  469,  note  5.  Azikiwe  and  the  NCNC 
were  in  favour  of  a  “federal  Commonwealth  of  Nigeria”.  Coleman,  p.  324. 

27.  Awolowo  in  1947:  “Since  the  amalgamation  [i.e.  since  1914]  all 
the  efforts  of  the  British  Government  have  been  devoted  to  developing 
the  country  into  a  unitary  state.  .  .  .  This  is  patently  impossible”.  Quoted 
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in  Coleman,  p.  324.  “Nigeria  is  not  a  nation.  It  is  a  mere  geographic 
expression.  There  are  no  ‘Nigerians’  in  the  same  sense  as  there  are  ‘English’, 
‘Welsh’  or  ‘French’.  The  word  ‘Nigeria’  is  merely  a  distinctive  appellation 
to  distinguish  those  who  live  within  the  boundaries  of  Nigeria  from  those 
who  do  not.”  Path  to  Nigerian  Freedom,  p.  47.  Balewa  in  1948:  “Since 
1914  the  British  Government  has  been  trying  to  make  Nigeria  into  one 
country,  but  the  Nigerian  people  themselves  are  historically  different  in 
their  backgrounds,  in  their  religious  beliefs  and  customs  and  do  not  show 
thernselves  any  sign  of  willingness  to  unite.  .  .  .  Nigerian  unity  is  only  a 
British  intention  for  the  country”.  Quoted  in  Coleman,  p.  320. 

28.  E.g.  Awolowo’s  critique  in  Path  to  Nigerian  Freedom,  p.  119. 

29.  Cf.  the  critique  of  Harold  Cooper  (an  Englishman  who  had  served 
in  the  colonies  for  twenty  years),  “Political  Preparedness  for  Self-Govern¬ 
ment”,  Annals  of  the  American  Academy  of  Political  and  Social  Science, 
July  1956,  p.  73. 

30.  Thus  B.  Richard  for  instance,  had  proposed  a  nine-year  transitional 
phase  after  which  the  constitutional  situation  could  be  re-examined;  Proposals, 
p.  13. 

31.  Bourret,  pp.  165  f.  And  particularly  Dennis  Austin,  Politics  in  Ghana 
ig^6-ig6o  (1964),  pp.  58  f. 

32.  Rather  exaggeratedly.  Cooper,  op.  cit.,  p.  72.  Even  the  New  Statesman, 

on  24  February  1951,  declared  in  retrospect:  “Officials  [i.e.  also  the  Labour 
government]  have  repeatedly  under-estimated  this  pace  of  African  develop¬ 
ment”,  p.  208.  ^ 

33.  Report  of  the  Commission  of  Enquiry  into  Disturbances  in  the 
Gold  Coast”  (1948),  Colonial,  No.  231  (1948). 

34.  “Statement  by  HMG  on  the  Report.  .  .”,  Colonial,  No.  232  (1948). 

35.  “Gold  Coast.  Report  to  His  Excellency  the  Governor  by  the  Committee 
oil  Constitutional  Reform  (1949),  Colonial,  No.  248  (1949).  It  emphasizes 

the  complexity  and  stress  of  modem  life,  the  desire  for  change  and  the 
progressive  outlook,  which  are  now  pervading  even  the  remote  village  .  .  .”, 
^  n?’  ^  popular  cry  throughout  the  country  for  universal  adult 

suffrage  ,  p.  10.  The  composition  of  the  commission  explains  why  it  de¬ 
manded  more  consideration  of  the  chiefs. 

.3^-  “Statement  by  HMG  on  the  Report  .  .  .”,  Colonial,  No.  250  (1949). 
The  desire  of  Africans  to  bear  responsibility  for  the  initiation  and  execu¬ 
tion  of  policy  has  the  fullest  sympathy  of  HMG”,  p.  8. 

37.  Austin  shows  this  clearly,  pp.  51  f.  Also,  Hans  N.  Weiler,  “Legislative 
Council  and  Indirect  Rule.  An  examination  of  British  Colonial  Policy  on 
the  Gold  Coast”,  in  Kultur  im  Umbruch,  Studien  zur  Problematik  und 
Analyse  des  Kulturwandels  in  Entwicklungsldndern,  ed.  G.  K.  Kindermann 
( 1962 ).  Weiler  sees  a  kind  of  break  in  the  elimination  of  former  directly 
and  indirectly  elected  Africans,  which  contradicted  the  picture  of  a  con¬ 
tinuous  constitutional  development. 

38.  Sir  Charles  Arden-Clarke,  “Eight  Years  of  Transition  in  Ghana”, 
African  Affairs  (1958),  p.  36. 

39.  Nkrumah  and  the  governor  have  given  a  short  but  informative 
description  of  their  first  encounter  at  the  moment  of  their  release  from 
^ison  and  commission  to  form  a  cabinet:  Nkmmah,  Autobiography  of 
Kwame  Nkrumah  (1957),  pp.  137  f.  Arden-Clarke,  “Gold  Coast  into  Ghana”, 
International  Affairs,  January  1958. 

40.  I  am  chiefly  following  Coleman,  ch.  14  and  18.  Also,  Kalu  Ezera, 
Constitutional  Developments  in  Nigeria  (i960). 
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41.  The  grants-in-aid  for  education  rose  from  £281,000  in  1944-1945 
to  £520,000  in  i946-i94'7  and  £1,300,000  in  1948-1949;  Ezera,  p.  48. 

42.  E.g.  Barbara  Ward  Jackson  (on  the  staff  of  the  Economist),  “The 
Gold  Coast.  An  Experiment  in  Partnership”,  Foreign  Affairs  (1954).  Arden- 
Clarke,  Eight  Years  .  .  .  ,  p.  36. 

43.  “The  British  Problem  in  Africa”,  Foreign  Affairs,  July  1951,  p.  637. 

44.  Margery  Perham,  “The  Colonial  Dilemma”,  the  Listener,  14  July 
1949.  Everything  pointed  to  the  need  for  rapid  economic  and  political 
development  in  Africa.  But  were  conditions  suitable?  “Political  development 
is  in  danger  of  outrunning  economic  development”,  p.  52.  Similarly  Kenneth 
Bradley,  “Political  Leadership  and  Devolution”:  “Above  all,  there  is  so  little 
time.  In  the  political  as  well  as  in  the  economic  and  social  development  of 
these  backward  peoples  we  are  always  up  against  the  perhaps  quite  insoluble 
problem  of  trying  to  do  the  work  of  a  thousand  years  in  one  generation.  If  we 
succeed,  even  partially,  it  will  be  one  of  the  finest  achievements  in  the  history  of 
mankind;  and  if  we  fail,  the  attempt  itself  will,  I  think,  have  been  our  vindica¬ 
tion”.  The  Listener,  4  August  1949,  p.  180. 

45.  In  retrospect  both  Sir  Charles  Arden-Clarke,  op.  cit.,  p.  35,  and  Margery 
Perham,  The  Colonial  Reckoning  (1962),  confirmed  this. 

46.  “I  hope  this  committee  will  not  go  wild  and  go  all  native  and  suggest 
immediate  Self-government.”  House  of  Commons,  CDLXVII,  2889. 

47.  House  of  Commons,  12  July  1950,  CDLXXVII,  1478;  also  Duncan- 
Sandys  to  The  Times,  7  August  1948. 

48.  Op.  cit.,  p.  1456. 

49.  “indirect  Rule  in  West  Africa.  Is  Democracy  Safe  for  the  Negro 
World?”,  Round  Table,  XXXIX  (1948-1949),  129  f. 

50.  “Self-government  in  the  Gold  Coast.  Progress  of  a  Constitutional 
Experiment”,  Round  Table,  XLIf  (1951-1952),  332. 

51.  Another  essay  on  the  Gold  Coast  three  years  later  takes  the  same 
tone.  It  said  the  1954  elections  were  a  last  step  towards  “full  Self-govern¬ 
ment”.  The  new  constitution  worked  “with  the  maximum  of  consent”, 
the  Africanization  had  progressed  and  Nkrumah’s  government  had  made 
progress,  particularly  in  the  grave  issue  of  the  diseased  cocoa  plants.  The 
problem  of  the  Ashanti  was  not  yet  solved,  but  it  was  an  illusion  to  believe 
in  the  possibility  of  a  “two-thirds”  dominion  status.  “A  Nascent  Dominion. 
African  Self-Government  in  the  Gold  Coast”,  Round  Table,  XLV  (1954- 
1955)./ 54; 

52.  “African  Independence  and  After.  Some  Reflections  on  Self-govern¬ 
ment”,  Round  Table,  XL VI  (1955-1956). 


PARTNERSHIP  IN  THE  RHODESIAN  FEDERATION? 

1.  Cf.  p.  223. 

2.  In  detail,  Richard  Gray,  The  Two  Nations,  Aspects  and  Development 
of  Race  Relations  in  the  Rhodesias  and  Nyasaland  (i960),  pp.  43  f. 

3.  In  1952  only  3.8  percent  of  the  land  in  Nyasaland  was  privately  owned. 
Gray,  p.  83. 

4.  Pp.  103  f. 

5.  Pp.  41  f.  For  this  and  the  following  cf.  also  Robert  1.  Rotberg, 
“The  Federation  Movement  in  British  East  and  Central  Africa  1889-1953”, 
Journal  of  Commonwealth  Political  Studies,  Vol.  II,  No.  2  (1964),  pp.  151  f. 

6.  Gray,  p.  182. 
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7.  A  New  Deal  in  Central  Africa,  ed.  Colin  Leys  and  Cranford  Pratt 
(1960J,  p.  9. 

8.  “Report  of  the  Rhodesia  and  Nyasaland  Royal  Commission”,  Com¬ 
monwealth  Documents  5949  (1939). 

9.  31  July  1939,  Gray,  p.  193.  ... 

10.  The  ambivalence  of  the  British  attitude  is  very  clear  in  the  declara¬ 
tion  of  the  secretary  of  state  in  the  House  of  Lords:  “If  there  is  one  thing 
which  trusteeship  involves  ...  it  is  the  right  of  the  Africans  to  have  a 
free  chance  ...  to  learn  a  skilled  trade  and  to  operate  that  skilled  trade”; 
but  without  the  administration  trying  to  intervene  in  the  gentleman’s  agree¬ 
ment  between  the  unions  and  the  mining  concerns.  Lord  Bledisloe  had  to 
admit  on  the  same  day:  “The  trusteeship  of  the  UK  is  ideal  in  theory 
and  on  paper,  but  the  state  of  Northern  Rhodesia  and  Nyasaland  illustrates 
in  somewhat  glaring  colours  the  extreme  difhculty  of  exercising  that  trustee¬ 
ship  efEciently  ‘longa  manu’  at  a  distance  of  6000  miles.”  31  July  1939, 
quoted  in  Gray,  p.  185.  Thus  Bledisloe  practically  admitted  that  London 
largely  neglected  its  function  as  trustee  and  left  the  decision  to  the  settlers! 

11.  Quoted  in  Harry  Franklin,  The  Failure  of  the  Central  African  Federa¬ 
tion  (1963),  p.  28.  TTiere  is  a  good  report  in  Welensky,  4000  Days.  The 
Life  and  Death  of  the  Federation  of  Rhodesia  and  Nyasaland  (1964). 

12.  The  attitude  of  the  Round  Table  is  typical:  “The  British  Government 
may  have  to  sacrifice,  as  trustee,  some  measure  of  ultimate  African  self-rule 
[I]  in  return  for  greater  security  and  prosperity.  The  Europeans  of  Southern 
Rhodesia  on  the  other  hand,  will  have  to  yield  some  measure  of  their 
resolve  to  confine  the  development  of  each  race  in  separate  channels.  A 
mixed  assembly  is  part  of  the  price  they  would  have  to  pay  for  federation.” 
“Greater  Rhodesia”,  Round  Table,  X^QCIX  (1948-1949),  233. 

13.  Quoted  in  House  of  Lords,  6  July  1953,  GLXXXIII,  230. 

14.  “Once  the  Imperial  Government  have  granted  this  constitution  they 
have  lost  all  control — don’t  forget  that.”  16  July  1951,  quoted  in  Leys  and 
Pratt,  p.  28. 

15.  It  is  impossible  to  assess  here  how  far  the  left  wing  of  the  party 
influenced  the  Labour  government  and,  for  instance,  put  pressure  on  the 
moderate  and  pro-settler  minister  Gordon-Walker.  Gf.  e.g.  New  Statesman 
and  Nation,  15  September  1951:  “It  is  difficult  to  see  how  Mr.  Griffiths 
[Greech-Jones’  successor  as  colonial  minister]  and  Mr.  Gordon-Walker  can 
do  other  than  conclude  against  federation  at  this  time.  For  otherwise  they 
will  cast  away  not  only  every  principle  of  colonial  policy  for  which  the 
Labour  Poliey  has  stood,  but  also  the  friendship  for  Britain  of  many  million 
Africans”,  p.  273.  Details  on  the  conference  in  Franklin,  ch.  4-6.  The 
conference  had  “degenerated  into  a  Native  Benefit  Society”,  said  Huggins; 
Leys  and  Pratt,  p.  32. 

16.  Leys  and  Pratt,  p.  33;  Franklin,  pp.  67  f. 

17.  Leys  and  Pratt,  p.  39.  Excerpts  from  the  constitution  in  Documents 
and  Speeches  on  Commonwealth  Affairs  1952-1962,  ed.  Mansergh  (1963), 
pp.  115  f. 

18.  House  of  Gommons,  27  July  1953,  DXVIII,  900  f.;  16  December 
1953,  DXXII,  413  f. 

19.  “I  will  accept  that  the  benefieiaries  do  not  agree  with  it.  That  does 
not  take  away  from  the  trustee  the  obligation  to  carry  out  his  responsibility, 
and  we  are  the  trustees  at  the  present  time.”  Sir  1.  Fraser,  4  May  1953, 
House  of  Commons,  DXV,  117. 

20.  Baldwin  in  the  House  of  Gommons  on  4  May  1953,  DXV,  99.  Lord 
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Altrincham  (formerly  Sir  E.  Grigg,  governor  of  Kenya):  “I  regard  African 
opinion  as  negligible.”  House  of  Lords,  7  July  1953,  CLXXXIII,  278. 

21.  House  of  Commons,  24  March  1953,  DXIII,  675. 

22.  House  of  Commons,  27  July  1953,  DXVIII,  943. 

23.  In  1949  Minister  of  State  Lord  Listowel  gave  in  to  conservative 
jDressure  and  recognized  the  settlers  as  a  community  with  equal  rights: 
‘What  we  want  is  a  partnership  between  all  who  have  made  their  homes 
in  these  Territories.”  House  of  Lords,  30  November  1949,  CLXV,  118. 
Similarly  the  governor  of  Northern  Rhodesia.  Leys  and  Pratt,  p.  9. 

24.  House  of  Commons,  CDLXXXII,  n68  f. 

25.  Quoted  in  Franklin,  p.  53. 

26.  E.g.  Baldwin:  “It  is  not  for  us  in  this  House  to  say  what  is  meant 
by  partnership.  The  people  who  have  to  work  the  partnership  are  those  in 
Central  Africa.  .  .  .  Partnership  does  not  neeessarily  mean  advancement  in 
the  political  field  [!]....  I  suggest  that  Southern  Rhodesia  have  done 
more  to  further  partnership  than  has  been  done  in  any  of  the  Colonial 
Territories..”  House  of  Commons,  27  July  1953,  DXVIII,  931.  Accordingly 
Baldwin  expressed  his  trust  in  Huggins. 

27.  Text  in  Parliamentary  Affairs,  Vol.  VI,  No.  i  (1952),  p.  133.  Leys 
and  Pratt,  p.  37. 

28.  “The  Government  both  here  and  in  England  must  aceept  the  fact 
that  millions  of  Africans  will  consider  themselves  abandoned  and  their 
trust  unjustified,  and  that  this  fact  will  not  be  forgotten.”  Quoted  in 
Franklin,  p.  81. 

29.  Above  all  the  former  colonial  minister  Griffiths  in  the  House  of 
Commons  on  27  July  1953,  House  of  Commons,  DXVIII,  921;  4  May 
1953,  DXV,  47;  16  December  1953,  DXXII,  406  f. 

30.  “Power  must  eventually  pass  into  the  hands  of  the  immense  African 
majority.”  Letter  to  The  Times,  1  March  1953,  quoted  in  Leys  and  Pratt, 
p.  45. 

31.  “I  would  define  partnership  as  .  .  .  first,  a  settled  purpose  to  do 
everything  possible  with  mutual  good  will  for  the  progressive  social,  intel¬ 
lectual  and  moral  advancement  of  the  African  peoples  .  .  .  seeondly  ...» 
the  proportionate  place  held  by  Europeans  will  steadily  diminish,  and  the 
place  occupied  by  Africans  will  steadily  inerease.”  House  of  Lords,  2  April 
1953,  CLXXXI,  600. 

32.  Franklin,  then  colonial  official  in  Northern  Rhodesia,  p.  57. 

33.  “Full  democracy  ...  no  less  valid  in  the  plural  societies  than  in 
any  other  type  of  society  ...  by  universal  adult  suffrage,  on  the  principle 
of  one  person  one  vote.”  Labour’s  Colonial  Policy.  The  Plural  Society 
(Labour  Research  Dept.),  July  1956,  pp.  30  f.  Also  Griffiths  in  the  House 
of  Commons  on  4  June  1957,  House  of  Commons,  DLXXI,  1190  f. 
Gaitskell,  27  July  1959,  DCIX,  1292.  The  party’s  National  Exeeutive  Com¬ 
mittee  demanded,  in  March  1958,  “an  unequivocal  statement  that  the  ob¬ 
jective  of  the  Federation  is  complete  democracy  and  equal  rights  for  every 
citizen”.  Quoted  in  Leys  and  Pratt,  p.  172. 

34.  Cf.  Franklin,  pp.  105  f.,  160  f. 

35.  Cf.  the  report  by  Anthony  St.  John  Woods,  Northern  Rhodesia,  the 
Human  Background  (1961).  For  many  years  Wood  was  eolonial  official  in 
Nigeria,  and  even  when  he  reached  retirement  age,  he  had  himself  sent  to 
Northern  Rhodesia.  He  points  out  the  difficulties  of  colonial  service  in  a 
settlers’  territory  and  sharply  criticized  the  Europeans’  practised  discrimina¬ 
tion.  Also,  Kenneth  Kaunda,  Zambia  Shall  Be  Free,  an  Autobiography  (1962). 
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36.  Franklin,  p.  14. 

37.  For  example,  on  2  March  1956  Welensky  said:  "We  Europeans 
have  no  intention  of  handing  over  the  Federation  to  anyone,  because  we 
have  no  intention  of  getting  out.  We  believe  that  the  African  should  be 
given  more  say  in  the  running  of  his  country,  as  and  when  he  shows  his 
ability  to  contribute  more  to  the  general  good,  but  we  must  make  it  clear 
that  even  when  that  day  comes,  in  a  hundred  or  two  hundred  years’  time, 
he  can  never  hope  to  dominate  the  partnership.  He  can  achieve  equal 
standing,  but  not  beyond  it.”  Similarly,  Lord  Malvern  (formerly  Sir  Huggins), 
the  first  prime  minister  of  the  Federation:  “In  the  distant  future  Africans 
may  earn  the  right  to  become  equal  partners,  which  means  that  they  could 
have  a  half  share  in  the  partnership  but  never  more  than  that.”  Quoted 
in  Philip  Mason,  Year  of  Decision.  Rhodesia  and  Nyasaland  i960  (i960), 
p.  69. 

38.  In  1948  his  proposal  was  approved  by  the  election  results,  but  he 
did  not  put  it  into  practice  for  fear  of  giving  the  opposition  to  the  Federa 
tion  additional  arguments.  Meanwhile,  in  March  1948,  of  the  47,000  regis¬ 
tered  voters  only  258  were  Africans.  Sir  Huggins’  commentary  on  the  electoral 
law  was  typical:  it  would  come  to  “almost  as  much  as  closing  the  Roll 
for  fifteen  years”.  Gray,  p.  309. 

39.  Travel  report  by  Eric  Mettler  in  Neue  Ziircher  Zeitung,  5  March 
i960. 

40.  Parliament  numbered  fifty-nine  deputies,  of  which  forty-four  were 
elected  by  the  Europeans;  nine  Africans  were  elected  in  boroughs  with 
European  majorities  and  therefore  had  to  be  acceptable  to  the  United 
Federal  partyl  Four  indirectly  elected  Africans  represented  Northern  Rhodesia 
and  Nyasaland,  two  Europeans  were  appointed.  Mason,  p.  86.  In  1961 
the  population  of  the  Federation  was  8.2  million  Africans  and  some  three 
hundred  thousand  whites  (population  proportion  in  1961:  in  Southern 
Rhodesia:  1:33,  Northern  Rhodesia,  1:42,  Nyasaland,  1:588).  Of  19,767 
registered  voters,  1165  were  Africans.  Patrick  Keatley,  The  Politics  of  Partner¬ 
ship  (1963),  p.  223. 

41.  “Report  of  the  Nyasaland  Commission  of  Inquiry”,  Commonwealth 
Documents  814  (1959).  The  Neue  Ziircher  Zeitung  commented  on  25  July 
1959:  “There  are  still  judges  in  England!”  Cf.  also  Mason,  pp.  203  f. 

42.  Cf.  the  exciting  report  by  Sir  Michael  Blundell,  a  respected  leader 
of  the  liberals  in  Kenya,  So  Rough  a  Wind  (1964),  pp.  267  f. 

43.  C.  E.  Carrington,  “Mr.  Macmillan  in  Africa”,  The  World  To-day, 
March  i960. 

.  44-  E.g.  “Your  University  College  of  Salisbury  is  giving  a  first-class  educa¬ 
tion  to  men  and  women  of  all  races.  I  look  forward  to  the  day  when 
the  same  spirit  will  inspire  your  technical  colleges  and  your  secondary  schools 
[!].”  Quoted  in  Mason,  p.  234. 

45.  A  fairly  long  excerpt  in  Documents  and  Speeches  on  Commonwealth 
Affairs  1952-1962,  ed.  N.  Mansergh  (1963),  pp.  347-51. 

46.  On  3  December  1959  the  Neue  Ziircher  Zeitung  reported  that  in  the 
course  of  the  year  the  mining  concerns  had  begun  to  stop  their  financial  aid 
to  the  United  Federal  party.  This  change  of  policy  primarily  affected  the 
Rhodesian  Selection  Trust,  in  which  American  capital  played  an  important 
role. 

47.  “Report  of  the  Advisory  Commission  on  the  Review  of  the  Constitution 
of  Rhodesia  and  Nyasaland”,  Commonwealth  Documents  1148  (i960). 
Macmillan  had  acceded  to  several  of  Welensky’s  demands  concerning  the 
composition  of  the  commission  and  the  extent  of  its  obligations.  Keatley, 
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pp,  443  f.;  cf.  also  “Some  Reflections  on  the  Monckton  Report”,  The 
World  To-day,  December  i960;  Mason,  pp,  231  f. 

48.  Unlawful  Organization  Bill,  Preventive  Detention  Bill,  etc.  By  February 
1959  the  African  National  Congress  founded  in  1957  had  been  banned 
and  five  hundred  leading  Africans  were  arrested. 

49.  E.g.  Matters  of  Moment,  28  January  i960.  Similarly  on  25  February 
i960. 

50.  22  November  i960,  p.  255.  ‘It  ought,  however,  to  be  clearly  understood 
that  the  Euroiieans  of  Southern  Rhodesia  will  on  no  account  submit  to 
the  fate  inflicted  upon  Kenya  by  a  defeatist  Government  in  the  UK”,  8 
November  1962,  p.  213. 

51.  House  of  Lords,  28  March  i960,  CCXXII  360. 

52.  Cf.  Keatly,  pp.  446  f. 
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ing  institutions.  Its  successive  presidents  have  been  MM.  Gabriel  Hanotaux, 
Marshal  Franchet  d’Esp6ry,  Paul  Doumer  and  Lacroix;  its  permanent  secre¬ 
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State;  it  is  an  expression  of  that  conscience  put  into  action;  it  is  the  eternal 
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grounds  that  the  few  available  resources  of  the  ministry  could  be  better 
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988,000;  French  West  Africa,  14,900,000  -  90,000  (including  of  course  the 
inhabitants  of  the  Four  Communes!);  French  Equatorial  Africa,  3,400,000  - 
5,000;  Madagascar,  3,700,000  -  31,000;  Indochina,  25,000,000  -  42,000. 
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under  the  Third  Republic"  in  American  Political  Science  Review,  XXXII 
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appointed  by  the  local  assemblies  in  the  individual  states,  so  they  were 
usually  notables.  In  the  Tunisian  Grand  Conseil  there  were  two  separate 
sections  in  1922  with  forty-one  Tunisians  as  opposed  to  fifty-seven  French¬ 
men,  i.e.  citizens. 

7.  For  the  discussion  before  1914  cf.  Raymond  F.  Betts,  Assimilation 
and  Association  in  French  Colonial  Theory  1890-1914  (1961).  Martin 
Deming  Lewis,  “One  Hundred  Million  Frenchmen:  The  'Assimilation’  Theory 
in  French  Colonial  Policy",  in  Comparative  Studies  in  Society  and  History, 
IV  (1962),  2. 

8.  J.  Harmand,  Domination  et  Colonisation  (1910),  p.  348. 

9.  Harmand,  op.  cit.,  p.  160. 

10.  J.  O.,  Chambre,  21  December  1922,  p.  4408. 

11.  “We,  black  Frenchmen,  we  are  in  favour  of  remaining  Frenchmen, 
since  France  has  given  us  all  its  rights  and  we  are  merged  without  resen'a- 
tion  with  its  own  European  children.  None  of  us  aspires  to  seeing  French 
Africa  exclusively  delivered  up  to  the  Africans,  as  the  American  Blacks, 
at  whose  head  you  place  yourself,  are  demanding — without  authority,  in¬ 
cidentally. 

“No  propaganda,  no  Black  or  White  pressure  will  remove  the  feeling 
that  France  alone  is  able  to  work  generously  to  advance  the  Black  race. 
The  French  Black  61ite,  which  has  responsibility  for  the  natives  in  our 
colonies,  could  not  allow,  without  renouncing  its  new  duty,  the  theories  of 
separatism  and  revolutionary  emancipation,  to  which  your  name  is  ascribed, 
to  cause  trouble  or  disorder  where  calm  and  order  are  the  indispensable 
factors  of  the  security  of  us  all. 
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_  “Having  said  this,  we  willingly  acknowledge  that  the  social  conditions 
imposed  on  the  Blacks  in  America  are  odious  and  that  we  protest  in 
solidarity  with  you,  as  do  besides  all  white  Frenchmen,  who  do  not  under¬ 
stand  the  injustice  of  the  white  Americans  to  the  Blacks.”  Letter  dated 
^922,  in  Revue  Indigene  (1922),  p.  275,  quoted  in  R.  L.  Buell, 
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21.  IV  (Algeria),  5th  ed.,  8i. 

22.  La  politique  coloniale  de  la  France  (1928),  p.  314. 

^3'  ^  Organisation  coloniale”,  in  La  politique  coloniale  de  la  France 
(Conferences  organis&s  par  la  Societe  des  Anciens  fileves  de  I’ficole  libre  des 
Sciences  Politiques,  1934),  p.  167. 

24.  Pp.  170  f. 
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20.  P.  495. 

27.  P.  268. 

28.  P.  314. 

29.  P.  2i8. 

30.  P.  537,  note  1. 

31.  This  was  a  government  motion  on  24  November  1924,  for  a  law  that 
would  have  removed  naturalization  from  the  sphere  of  administrative  ap¬ 
praisement  and  automatically  granted  it  to  all  those  natives  who,  giving  up 
their  personal  status,  had  mastered  the  French  language  and  could  show 
a  diploma,  the  legion  of  honour  or  a  military  distinction.  Cf.  Runner, 
“This  demagogic  project,  which  largely  aims  at  fulfilling  the  claims  of  a 
few  native  agitators,  has  provoked  lively  discussions  and  a  volume  of 
criticism,  particularly  on  the  part  of  M.  Sambuc  in  a  report  presented  to 
the  ‘Comite  des  jurisconsultes  de  I’Union  coloniale.’  M.  Sambuc  denounces 
the  dangers  of  this  right  to  naturalization  accorded  to  natives  and  which 
would  be  mainly  used  by  those  whose  purpose  is  not  disinterested,  and 
he  adds:  ‘We  believe  that  the  grant  of  French  citizenship  to  our  subjects 
and  protdgds  must  remain  a  favour,  an  exceptional  reward,  subject  to  the 
free  and  sovereign  appreciation  of  the  superior  authority,  and  that  the 
latter  is  responsible  for  showing  itself  more  or  less  liberal  in  the  conferment 
of  such  a  reward,  according  to  the  conditions  and  the  organization  and  the 
development  of  each  colony.’  In  the  colonial  chronicle  of  the  Societd  d’fitudes 
et  d’Informations  dconomiques,  an  article  on  this  motion  criticized  it  primarily 
for  being  too  much  marked  by  favour  and  reward.  The  author  of  the 
article  adds:  ‘The  main  reproach  against  this  motion  is  that  it  classifies 
the  titles  of  the  natives  according  to  our  notions  and  not  theirs  .  .  .  , 
except  in  very  rare  cases,  these  automatically  naturalized  persons  will  never 
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32.  Pp.  136,  141  f. 

33.  P.  92. 

34.  This  is  summarized,  in  similar  terms,  in  “L’oeuvre  coloniale  de  la 
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France”,  in  tltudes  de  Colonisation  comparee,  ed.  Louis  Franck  (1924), 
Vol.  I. 

35.  “I  repeat  and  I  emphasize,  it  is  a  necessity  of  political  and  of 
economic  power  for  the  metropolis  which  is  at  the  source  of  this  expansion.” 
J.  O.,  Senat,  27  February  1920. 

36.  La  Mise  en  valeur,  p.  lor. 

37.  .  .  Considering  as  younger  brothers  the  races  which  are  under 
its  tutelage,  France  takes  them  by  the  hand  to  lead  them  to  a  new  future; 
it  shares  with  them,  not  only  the  benefits,  the  fruits  and  the  benefices, 
but  also  the  moral  obligations  by  means  of  which  they  become  aware 
of  their  duties  vis-a-vis  us  for  the  safety  and  communal  defence  of  their 
common  inheritance”,  /.  O.,  Chambre,  2  July  1920,  p.  2666. 

38.  P.  98. 

39.  P.  101. 

40.  Sarraut  complacently  stresses  what  has  already  been  achieved:  “We 
have  largely  [!]  opened  the  administrative  cadres,  the  public  offices,  to 
native  workers.  We  have  increased  the  representative  organs  in  which  the 
people  can  make  themselves  heard  through  their  delegates  and  join  with 
us  in  administering  their  common  inheritance”.  U oeuvre  coloniale,  p.  23. 

41.  /.  O.,  Senat,  27  February  1920. 

42.  P.  126. 

43.  Cf.  p.  277. 

44.  Sarraut,  Grandeur  et  servitude  coloniales  (1931),  p.  153. 

45.  Sarraut,  op.  cit.,  p.  163. 

46.  “The  various  representative  assemblies  which  we  have  spontaneously 
instituted  have  rendered  the  services  we  expected  of  them.  They  have 
played  an  educative  role  from  a  political  point  of  view.  At  present,  it  is 
true,  none  of  them  is  an  assembly  of  legislative  power.  But  they  have  not 
yet  reached  the  end  of  an  evolution  which  is  itself  dependent  upon  progress 
in  the  political  education  of  our  subjects  and  proteges. 

“Can  one  fix  this  moment? 

“I  distrust  greatly  certain  noisy  individuals  who,  in  the  Latin  Quarter, 
or,  beyond  our  frontiers,  in  the  international  congresses,  claim  for  their 
compatriots  the  full  exercise  of  political  rights  leading  to  regular  representa¬ 
tion  and  [who  demand]  for  their  country,  a  constitution.  In  fact  they 
represent  no  more  than  tiny  minorities:  the  mass  of  natives  is  indifferent 
to  their  agitation  and  does  not  feel  the  hour  has  come  for  an  overthrow 
recommended  by  chiefs  without  parties.  But  if  the  hour  of  colonial  parlia¬ 
ments  has  not  yet  sounded,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  my  formal  opinion 
that  the  local  representative  assemblies  must  rapidly  develop  into  a  more 
liberal  statute,  particularly  from  a  financial  point  of  view.”  Sarraut,  op.  cit., 
pp.  164  f. 

47.  Sarraut  wrote  in  similar  terms  on  the  Radical  Socialist  party  congress 
of  1931.  He  was  concerned  with  making  clear  to  the  party  representatives 
the  importance  and  topicality  of  colonial  questions,  and  here  too  he  spoke 
of  the  “counter-offensive  of  the  native  forces  awakened  by  European  dyna¬ 
mism  .  .  .  rumbles  of  thunder  rise  from  the  multitude  of  colonized  races”. 
Compte-rendu,  p.  356. 

A  liberal  policy  was  necessary,  and  the  colonies  were  not  simply  export 
’  markets  but  “living  entities  .  .  .  solitary  parts  of  the  national  territory 
which  we  must  .  .  .  lead  forward  to  the  same  destiny  as  all  the  parts  of 
the  civilizing  continent”.  This  demonstrates  his  integrationist  tendencies.  For 
the  natives,  Sarraut  demanded  access  to  the  administration  and  member- 
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ship  on  representative  boards,  but  also  warned  against  curiously  “premature” 
reforrns.  \Ve  do  not  have  the  right  to  give,  head  over  heels,  certain  powers 
and  rights  to  certain  native  races  which  they  would  not  know  how  to  use”, 

p.  364-  though  in  193^  there  was  any  “danger”  of  granting  excessive  con¬ 
cessions. 

48.  Sarraut  himself  wrote:  “I  reject  the  systems  of  naturalization  en 
masse,  like  the  systems  of  self-government  or  universal  suffrage  collectively 
conferred  on  native  peoples.”  Grandeur  et  servitude  coloniale,  p.  167. 

49.  Robert  Doucet,  Commentaires  sur  la  colonisation  (1026)  p  ic 

50.  Ibid.,  p.  54.  y  n  r-  ?• 

51.  ...  to  implant  on  these  lands  a  French  population  as  large  as 
possible,  to  strongly  impregnate  our  native  subjects  with  our  ideas,  our 
sentiments  and  our  culture”,  p.  11.  “Tunisia  is  not  becoming  Gallicized 
because  our  compatriots  are  in  the  minority  there”,  p.  23. 

52.  P.  71. 

53.  Georges  Hardy,  Nos  grands  problemes  coloniaux  (1933),  pp.  13,  146. 

54.  Hardy,  op.  cit.,  p.  178. 

55.  “This  conception  of  progress  in  the  original  framework  can  therefore 
agree  very  well  with  assimilation.  What  most  of  the  colonials  condemn 
today  is  sudden  and  total  assimilation,  assimilation  en  masse.  But  they 
easily  [!]  accept  assimilation  according  to  qualifications— for  those  individ¬ 
uals  who  have  risen  to  the  level  of  culture  and  morality  of  the  Europeans; 
they  also  accept  assimilation  as  the  ultimate  aim  of  colonization  after  a 
series  of  stages  which  it  is  in  the  interests  of  all  of  us  not  to  disrupt.  It 
seems  that,  given  this,  one  could  come  to  an  agreement  and  conciliate 
everybody’s  aspirations,  those  of  the  tutors  and  those  of  the  pupils,  of  the 
colonizers  and  the  colonized.”  P.  51. 

56.  P.  210. 

57;  Hardy  expresses  himself  similarly  in  his  well-known  historical  work 
published  in  1937:  La  politique  coloniale  et  le  partage  de  la  terre  au 
XIXe  et  XXe  siecte.  {Evolution  de  Vhumanite) .  There  were  in  effect  “pupil 
societies  which  had  become  aware  of  their  respective  personalities — for 
instance  India,  the  Philippines,  Iraq — and  demanded  independence.  But  usually 
the  dernands  for  independence  remained  on  the  surface,  even  for  example 
in  Tunisia  and  Morocco.  The  serious  disturbances  in  Indochina  and  the 
Dutch  Indies  are  described  by  Hardy  as  “serious  troubles,  but  without 
import  for  the  future  which  have  remained  without  a  future”!  Basically 
it  was  a  question  of  “crises  of  growth  and  mutual  accommodation”  and 
not  signs  of  a  break;  there  is  no  lack,  in  our  European  countries,  of 
provinces  which  have  for  long  rebelled  against  annexation  and  which  have 
ended  by  merging  perfectly  into  the  national  unity”.  In  consequence, 

.  .  .  circumstances  in  no  way  show  that  contemporary  colonization,  in  the 
possessions  where  the  native  population  dominates,  feels  that  the  ground  is 
giving  way  beneath  its  feet.  Admittedly  European  authority  is  contested 
and  disputed  in  places  and  at  certain  times;  but  everything  points  to  the 
fact^  that,  catastrophes  apart,  this  authority  is  far  from  having  exhausted 
all  its  resources  of  permanence.  To  keep  strictly  to  the  colonial  sphere  of 
action,  it  is,  therefore,  difficult  to  contend  seriously  that  there  is  a  ‘twilight 
of  Europe’  or  a  ‘decline  of  the  white  race’  ”,  pp.  464  f. 

58.  L^on  Archimband,  La  plus  grande  France  (1928),  p.  10. 

59.  The  parallel  between  the  French  colonial  Empire  and  the  Common¬ 
wealth  is  striking  again:  England  had  six  votes  in  the  League  of  Nations, 
France  only  one — “what  an  inequality”,  p.  35. 

Archimbaud  compared  the  situation  of  the  natives  in  the  French  colonies 
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with  that  in  the  dominions  (Indians,  Maoris,  etc.)  but  did  not  point  out 
the  differences  between  French  and  British  West  Africa,  Indochina  and 
Malaya,  etc. 

60.  Ibid.,  p.  23.  “The  absence  of  any  spirit  of  avarice  which  reigned 
over  the  acquisition  of  our  colonies  .  .  .  our  colonial  wars  were  not  inspired 
by  a  desire  for  gain,  by  the  will  to  impose  on  the  natives  our  cottons  or 
our  brandies.  .  .  .  Our  expeditions  have  always  [1]  been  motivated  either 
by  massacre  .  .  p.  22. 

61.  P.  161. 

62.  “I  would  also  say  without  hesitation  that  France  must  draw  the 
greatest  possible  yields  from  its  colonies  .  .  .  [then]  our  industries  would 
be  less  vulnerable  to  the  sudden  fluctuations  of  the  world  economy”, 
p.  167.  The  Radical  Socialist  party  congress  held  in  Marseilles  in  November 
1922  proposed  a  resolution  demanding  that  Sarraut’s  motion  should  come 
before  parliament,  “considering  that  the  economic  and  financial  state  of 
France  requires  that  we  should  free  ourselves  as  far  as  it  is  possible  from 
the  duty  we  pay  abroad  for  our  raw  materials”.  Compte-rendu,  p.  229. 

63.  La  plus  grande  France,  p.  48. 

64.  P.  91. 

65.  Pans,  October  1927,  Compte-rendu,  pp.  306  f. 

66.  Lombarde,  the  secretary-general  of  the  Algiers  party  organization, 
requested  a  reconsideration  by  the  commission,  for  which  he  naturally  used 
the  argument  about  personal  status  allowing  the  Muslim  deputies  a  voice 
in  French  marriage  laws.  The  commission  reporter  retorted:  during  the 
war  one  had  not  questioned  the  religion  of  the  natives  either. 

Similarly  again  in  Angers  in  1928:  the  party  commission  wanted  to  give 
the  natives  better  representation  on  the  local  councils:  “The  native  who 
is  the  principal  supplier  of  taxes  must  be  allowed  to  inspect  the  use  of 
the  taxes”,  pp.  300  f.  The  Algerian  delegate  Weynn  replied:  “We  should 
be  swamped.  .  .  .  Remember  that  the  Muslim  natives,  after  a  century  of 
occupation,  still  have  no  education  [interruption:  whose  fault?],  no  political 
education”. 

67.  P.  112. 

68.  P.  186. 

69.  A  few  years  later  Archimbaud,  as  a  good  Radical  Socialist,  could 
proclaim  rhetorically:  “We  should  like  to  see  in  the  Chamber,  seated  at 
our  side,  yellow  deputies  and  a  greater  number  of  black  deputies;  on  that 
day  we  would  have  honorably  continued  the  policy  of  1793  and  of  1848.” 
J.  O.,  31  January  1930,  p.  324. 

70.  Cf.  also  Archimbaud  as  reporter  on  22  December  1924;  “You  cannot 
impose  supplementary  expenses  on  the  colonies.  You  can  only  do  so  when 
the  colonies  have  deliberative  chambers,  when  they  can  vote  to  control 
their  expenditure.  We  remain  within  the  democratic  French  tradition.  When 
we  arrived  in  Indochina,  we  found  men  under  the  yoke  of  the  Chinese 
and  exploited  by  their  own  mandarins.  These  men  have  experiencd  French 
peace.  .  .  .  We  consider  them,  we  republicans,  as  minor  brothers,  and 
tomorrow,  when  they  have  reached  the  same  stage  of  civilization  as  we, 
it  will  be  our  duty  to  emancipate  them.  Here  is  the  tradition  of  the 
French  Revolution.  The  day,  I  repeat,  when  they  have  arrived  at  the 
same  stage  of  civilization  as  we,  when  they  have  deliberative  assemblies 
which  will  vote  on  the  budget,  they  can  impose  whatever  charges  they 
wish.”  f.  O.,  Chambre,  22  December  1924,  pp.  4712  f. 

71.  Congr^s  National,  23-25  May  1931.  Compte-Rendu  stenographique 
(1931),  pp.  287-427:  “La  Colonisation  et  les  Droits  de  I’Homme”.  Cf. 
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there  is  a  comparison  with  the  United  States  and  with  Brazil  and  the 
author  says  that  each  colony  “must  become  a  different  State  in  the  confed¬ 
eration”,  but  “it  is  subordinated  to  the  Gallicization  of  the  native  spirit, 
to  the  establishment,  in  our  possessions,  of  a  greater  proportion  of  French¬ 
men”,  p.  162. 

76.  Ernest  Pezet  in  the  name  of  the  fraction  in  the  Indochina  debate 
on  27  June  1930,  f.  O.,  Chambre,  pp.  2751  f. 

77.  Semaine  Sociale  de  France  (Marseilles,  1930).  Compte-rendu  des 
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78.  Joseph  Folliet,  “Coup  de  bagarre”.  Esprit,  December  1935  (special 
issue  on  colonization). 

79.  Le  Droit  de  Colonisation,  p.  7. 

80.  There  is  an  outstanding  short  essay  by  Emile  Dermenghem,  “Les 
catholiques  et  les  abus  coloniaux”,  in  Vie  intellectuelle,  November  1928. 
People  in  the  metropolis  would  blush  with  shame  if  they  knew  how  things 
really  stood;  the  Catholic  newspapers  did  not  report  on  the  abuses. 

81.  P.  322. 

82.  P.  343. 
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1.  R.  Thomas,  Politique  socialiste  et  prohleme  colonial.  Essai  sur  V evolu¬ 
tion  de  la  politique  coloniale  du  Parti  Socialiste  (SFIO)  de  1905  d  nos 
jours.  Memoir  of  the  Institut  des  Hautes  Etudes  d’Outre-Mer  (1950)  (manu¬ 
script);  also,  “La  politique  socialiste  et  le  probl^me  coloniale  de  1905  a 
1920”,  Revue  frangaise  d’Histoire  d’Outre-Mer,  CLXVII  (1961),  213  f. 

2.  The  motion  of  the  “Comit6  dit  de  Resistance  Socialiste,”  signed  among 
others  by  L^on  Blum,  anticipated  the  attitude  of  the  party  in  the  years  to 
come:  “It  will  not  cease  from  acting  as  it  has  always  done,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  native  peoples  whom  the  capitalist  system  abandons  to  conquest, 
exploitation  and  slavery.  But  it  refuses  to  confuse  the  movement  of  revolt 
of  the  oppressed  peoples  with  the  work  of  liberating  the  proletariat;  it  cannot 
accept  propaganda  which  would  tend  to  falsify  the  class  war  and  to  unleash 
a  war  of  races  that  is  equally  opposed  to  its  principles  of  fraternity  and  its 
desire  for  peace.”  Congres  National,  25-30  December  1920,  Compte-rendu, 
p.  589. 

3.  J.  O.,  Chambre,  25  June  1929,  p.  2184. 

4.  In  August  1925  the  SFIO  proposed  a  resolution  to  this  effect  and 
declared  itself  the  “adversary  of  evacuation”.  The  party  congress  in  May 
1926  confirmed  this,  Compte-rendu,  p.  21. 

The  Morocco  discussion  in  parliament  on  21  June  1929  can  be  seen  as  an 
example  of  the  difference  of  positions.  Speaking  on  behalf  of  the  Communists, 
Marcel  Cachin  declared:  “It  is  25  years  since  French  imperialism  decided 
to  seize  Morocco.  After  25  years  it  has  still  not  achieved  the  overall  sub¬ 
mission  of  the  country  .  .  .”.  The  “dissidents”  numbered  more  than  100,000 
men  and  they  “resist  and  protect  their  independence  against  any  attempt  at 


NOTES 


596 

foreign  rule,  arms  in  hand”.  A  real  war  was  being  fought  against  the  free 
Berbers.  “The  Banque  de  Paris  et  des  Pays-Bas”  dominated  in  Moroeco.  .  .  . 
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20.  “It  does  not  demand  the  pure  and  simple  evacuation  of  the  colonies 
which  France  presently  oecupies.  Peace  would  gain  nothing  from  this  and  it 
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self-sufficiency.  Independence  with,  as  corollary,  the  most  prompt  evacuation 
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to  the  Society  of  Nations,  freed  from  all  military  occupation  or  tutelage.” 
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The  party  congress  of  July  1937  in  Marseilles  reiterated  this  demand. 
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not  least  because  he  declared,  on  his  arrival:  “I  am  a  colonial  .  .  .  there  are 
articles  of  an  intellectual  nature  which  are  not  export  articles” — thus  dis¬ 
sociating  himself  from  the  Popular  Front  government.  There  followed  ex¬ 
aggerated  praise  for  General  Nogu^s  in  UAfrique  frangaise,  October  1936, 
pp.  508  f. 

34.  Cf.  interview  with  Moutet  in  Le  Populaire,  20  October  1936. 

35.  E.g.  Daniel  Gu6rin,  Au  service  des  colonists  1930-1953  (1954) 
(articles  from  these  years).  Guerin  belonged  to  the  Trotskyist  “revolutionary 
left”  which  was  banned  from  the  party  in  spring  1938. 
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ASSIMILATION  IN  ALGERIA  (1919-1939) 

1.  Tlie  first  two  delegations,  with  twenty-four  members  each  (colonists 
and  non-colonists),  were  elected  by  the  French  citizens  only.  The  third,  that 
of  the  natives,  numbered  only  twenty-one  members  (fifteen  Arabs  and  six 
Kabyles);  of  the  fifteen  Arabs  six  were  appointed  and  nine  elected  on  a 
restricted  franchise.  The  delegations  deliberated  separately. 

2.  I  refer  to  the  work  of  one  of  my  pupils,  Wolfgang  Ohneck,  Die 
franzdsische  Algerienpolitik  1919-1939,  thesis,  Heidelberg  (1964),  to  which 
I  owe  important  points. 

3.  Charles  Robert  Ageron,  “Une  politique  alg^rienne  lib^rale  sous  la 
troisi^me  Republique  (1912-1919)’',  Revue  d’Histoire  moderne  et  contempo- 
raine  VI  (1959),  April-June. 

4.  Their  1912  programme  proposed,  among  other  things,  an  extension  of 
the  franchise  for  the  Algerian  assemblies,  representation  in  parliament,  elec¬ 
tion  of  the  mayor,  naturalization  with  retention  of  personal  status.  Cf. 
Charles  Robert  Ageron,  “Le  Mouvement  ‘J^une  Algerien’  de  1900  a  1923”, 
£tudes  Maghrebines  (Melanges  Charles  Andre  Julien,  1964). 

5.  Ohneck,  ch.  B,  I  b-d. 

6.  Quoted  in  Ohneck,  op.  cit.,  p.  73;  Le  Temps,  3  February  1919. 

7.  H.  de  la  Martini^re,  “Avant  le  voyage  du  president.  La  question  indigene 
au  lendemain  de  la  guerre”.  Revue  des  deux  mondes,  15  March  and  1 
April  1922. 

Ve^  similarly  Dr.  J.  Gasser,  senator  from  Oran  and  member  of  the 
Academie  des  Sciences  Coloniale,  Le  role  social  de  la  France  dans  VAfrique 
du  Nord  (1924);  a  criticism  of  the  government  and  parliament  because  they 
had  instituted  the  Algerian  reforms;  the  French  Algerians  had  been  against 
the  conscriptions  because  of  the  political  consequences;  very  anti-assimilatory 
polemics  against  the  Jeunes  Algeriens,  praise  of  the  military  administration, 
etc. 

8.  These  demands  were  met  in  1924  and  1926,  on  the  one  hand  by 
stipulating  a  period  of  residence  of  twenty  years  before  the  land  could 
become  legally  owned  (this  made  it  more  difiicult  to  sell  to  Muslims);  on 
the  other  hand  it  was  made  easier  to  divide  up  the  commercially  owned 
land.  Cf.  Robert  Favier,  “L’^volution  de  la  propri6t6  rurale  europ6enne 
en  Algerie”,  Revue  politique  et  parlementaire,  CLXIII  (1935). 

9.  De  la  Martini^re,  op.  cit.,  p.  682. 

10.  La  doctrine  de  V Association  des  Indigenes  et  des  Frangais  en  Algerie 

(1933)- 

11.  A  colonial  publicist  of  the  left  Centre,  on  the  staff  of  Le  Temps. 

12.  P.  221. 

13.  “By  raising  them  up  to  our  level,  we  shall  be  able  to  give  them 
liberty  vvithin  the  framework  of  our  laws  and  our  institutions  while  also  respect¬ 
ing  their  own”,  quoted  in  Frangois  Marsal,  Le  domaine  colonial  frangais 
(1929),  p.  348. 

14.  Ohneck,  op.  cit.,  pp.  115  f. 

15.  Ohneck,  op.  cit.,  pp.  121  f. 

16.  A  detailed  study  in  Ohneck,  pp.  134,  150  f. 

17.  U Algerie  vivra-t-elle? ,  p.  424. 

18.  “We  believe  that  the  differentiation  between  natives  and  non-natives 
is  dangerous;  we  must  try  to  remove  it  with  care  and  deliberation,  so  we 
must  amalgamate,  assimilate,  and  not  divide”,  quoted  in  Ohneck,  p.  200. 
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19.  Viard,  professor  of  law  at  the  University  of  Algiers  and  deputy  of 
the  MRP  after  1945  declared:  “to  grant  citizenship  in  statute,  is  to  definitively 
break  with  the  principle  of  assimilation  which  is  the  basis  of  our  native  policy 
in  Algeria”,  quoted  in  Ohneck,  p.  204. 

20.  J.  O.,  Senat,  Debates,  22  March  1935,  p.  381. 

21.  Roux-Freissireng,  senator  from  Oran,  quoted  in  Ohneck,  p.  225. 

22.  Quoted  in  Andr6  Nouschi,  La  naissance  du  nationalisme  algerien 
1914-1954 j 1962),  p.  76. 

23.  E.g.  “L’Alg^rie  et  ses  probl^mes”  in  Revue  des  deux  mondes  (1935). 
The  governor-general  was  under  pressure  from  the  government  and  the  Algerian 
deputies  and  “could  not  think  of  starting  the  least  reform  of  any  depth”; 
the  financial  delegations  represented  only  the  settlers  and  the  Muslim  delegates 
felt  isolated.  The  dvoluSs  were  suffering  from  a  psychosis  of  political  equal¬ 
ity  and  despaired  of  the  future,  and  yet  the  French  Algerians  had  no 
sympathy  for  this  and  reproached  them  with  ingratitude.  The  administration 
was  Algerianized  and  narrow-minded;  the  61ite  was  perhaps  small,  but  “one 
would  have  to  be  blind  or  without  faith  to  treat  it  as  a  negligible  quantity 
and  to  see  it  as  nothing  but  a  handful  of  vulgar  ambitious  men  and 
d6class6s”.  Tire  author  refused  naturalization,  however,  and  thus  adhered  to 
the  status  quo  in  political  terms. 

24. ^  Octave  Dupont,  “Les  troubles  en  Afrique  du  Nord  et  les  franchises 
indigenes  en  Alg^rie”,  Revue  politique  et  parlementaire,  CLXIV  (1935). 
Even  the  1918  reforms  had  been  too  extensive  and  it  would  be  ridiculous  to 
extend  the  franchise;  what  was  necessary,  by  contrast,  was  to  re-establish 
effective  authority  and  to  suppress  the  agitators.  A  follower  of  Viollette,  on 
the  other  hand,  was  Gaston  Bouthoul,  “Le  ‘Malaise’  algerien”,  in  the 
bourgeois  Revue  de  Paris,  Vol.  XLII,  April  1935. 

25.  The  much  quoted  words  and  the  opposition  between  Ben  Badi  and 
the  Ulemas  in  Julien,  pp.  110  f.  Nouschi,  p.  89. 

26.  J.  O.,  Chambre,  Doc.  pari.  (1936),  Annexe  1596. 

27.  People  were  aware  of  this:  e.g.  E.  F.  Gautier,  “Menaces  sur  I’Afrique” 
in  Revue  de  Paris  (1934-1935):  “They  [the  Muslims]  solicit  it  [nat¬ 
uralization]  and  obtain  it  eventually.  But  this  movement  is  not  of  great 
consequence.  The  Muslim  who  applies  for  naturalization  by  the  same 
token  accepts  the  civil  law.  Horrible  blasphemy,  since  he  thus  denies  the 
Koran,  the  only  divine  civil  law  of  the  Muslim  .  .  .”,  p.  47. 

28.  Philippe  Machefer,  “Autour  du  probl^me  algerien  en  1936-38:  La 
doctrine  alg6rienne  du  PSF.  Le  PSF  et  le  projet  Blum-Viollette”  in  Revue 
d’histoire  modeme  et  contemporaine,  X  (1963),  April-June;  Paul  Guitard, 
SOS  Afrique  du  Nord  (PPF),  (1938). 

29.  Details  again  in  Ohneck,  op.  cit.,  pp.  283  f.  The  party’s  colonial 
commission  proposed  at  the  October  1936  party  congress  to  promote  integra¬ 
tion  and  remove  the  financial  delegations,  while  on  the  other  hand  propos¬ 
ing  compulsory  naturalization  in  statute  for  certain  categories  of  Muslims. 

30.  Machefer,  op.  cit.,  p.  148. 

31.  Le  Populaire,  7  January  1937,  interview  with  Viollette. 


DIREGT  ADMINISTRATION  IN  WEST  AFRIGA 

1.  Les  vrais  chefs  de  Y empire  (1939),  new  ed.  (1946)  under  the  title 
Service  Africain,  and  English  translation  Freedom  and  Authority  in  French 
West  Africa  (1950).  The  Marxist  view,  by  contrast,  in  Jean  Suret-Ganale, 
Afrique  noire,  Vol.  II,  L’ere  coloniale  1900-1945  (1964),  pp.  398-413. 
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2.  Le  probleme  des  cheff cries  en  Afrique  noire  frangaise,  Notes  et  tltudes 
documentaires,  February  1959,  No.  2508.  R.  Cornevin,  “L’^volution  des 
chefferies  traditionelles  dans  I’Afrique  noire  d’expression  frangaise”,  in 
Recueil  Penant,  (1961),  pp.  235  f.,  379  f. 

3.  “He  is  not  the  continuer  of  the  ancient  native  kinglet.  .  .  .  Even 
when  the  person  is  identical,  there  is  nothing  now  in  common  between  the 
old  state  of  affairs  and  the  new  one.  Tlie  chef  de  canton,  even  if  he  is  the 
descendant  of  the  king  with  whom  we  have  negotiated,  has  no  power  of  his 
own.  Appointed  by  us,  according  to  a  selection  on  discretionary  principles, 
he  is  only  our  assistant.”  Report  of  a  colonial  inspector  on  5  October  1950, 
quoted  in  Cornevin,  p.  380. 

4.  R.  L.  Buell,  The  Native  Problem  in  Africa  (1928),  p.  988. 

5.  In  1939  in  French  West  Africa  there  were  15,000,000  inhabitants  in 
118  cercles,  2200  chefs  de  canton,  and  48,000  chefs  de  villages, 

6.  Delavignette,  Chefs  de  I’Empire,  p.  153. 

7.  Cf.  Buell,  op.  cit.,  p.  993. 

8.  Une  dme  de  chef  (1920),  reproduces  the  circular,  pp.  38-50.  Excerpts 
in  Notes  et  Etudes,  p.  18. 

9.  30  November  1929,  Documentation  coloniale  comparee,  II  (1929), 
248. 

10.  “Discours  d’Ouverture”,  1  December  1930.  Documentation,  II  (1930), 
350.  Circulaires  su  la  Politique  et  V Administration  indigenes  (Goree,  1932), 
excerpts  in  Notes  et  Etudes,  pp.  19  f. 

11.  An  example:  Yves  Peson,  “Soixante  ans  devolution  en  pays  kissi”, 
Cahiers  d’etudes  africaines,  Vol.  1  (i960). 

12.  Notes  et  Etudes,  p.  15. 

13.  P.  258.  He  calls  the  proposal  “a  bit  too  fast  on  the  draw”.  Cf.  also  a 
declaration  on  18  May  1926,  quoted  in  Jean  Runner,  Les  droits  politiques 
des  indigenes  des  colonies  (1927),  p.  70. 

14.  P.  269. 

15.  Cf.  Documentation  coloniale  comparee,  II  (1930),  478  f. 

16.  Six  ans,  p.  270. 

17.  This  same  tendency  is  apparent  in  the  speech  by  the  governor-general 
ad  interim  of  Madagascar,  Berthier,  given  before  the  economic  and  financial 
delegations  on  16  October  1929:  “Whatever  some  delayed  partisans  of 
the  theories  of  assimilation  in  favour  in  the  last  century,  but  condemned 
since  then  both  by  experience  and  doctrine,  might  say  on  the  subject,  your 
assembly  complies  with  and  satisfies  the  present  needs  of  the  Grande  lie. 
Certainly,  its  constitution  is  not  perfect,  but,  in  the  true  interests  of  that 
country,  it  must  evolve  within  its  present  framework,  taking  care  not  to 
prematurely  introduce  political  elements  who  could  not,  in  my  opinion,  but 
do  harm  to  the  harmonious  development  of  Madagascar  and  even  compromise 
the  civilizing  work  which  France  has  taken  upon  itself.  Moreover,  a  number 
of  mature  thinkers  now  admit  that  the  political  institutions  of  ancient  Europe, 
attacked  by  some,  criticized  by  others,  do  not  comply  with  the  needs  of 
modern  colonization.”  Documentation  coloniale  comparee,  II  (1929),  339. 

18.  In  U Afrique  frangaise  (1930-1931).  Published  as  a  special  edition  by 
the  Comit6  de  I’Afrique  frangaise  (1931). 

19.  “L’Accession  des  Indigenes  a  la  Citoyennet6  frangaise”,  U Afrique  fran¬ 
gaise  (^1935),  pp.  721  f. 

20.  “Pour  le  paysan  noir,  pour  I’esprit  africain”.  Esprit,  No.  39  (1935), 
p.  384.  Cf.  also  “Senegal  at  Niger”,  L’ Afrique  frangaise,  August  1932,  p. 

481. 
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21.  Les  vrais  chefs  de  VEmpire,  p.  141. 

22.  P.  250. 

23.  For  his  part  Senghor  dedicated  his  contribution  to  La  Communautd 
imperiale  frangaise  (1945),  p.  57,  to  Delavignette. 

24.  Cf.  his  criticism  of  the  efforts  made  hitherto:  ^‘villages  without  wells, 
without  watering  places,  in  front  of  the  lorry  route,  this  is  metropolitan 
phariseeism”.  Esprit,  p.  382. 

25.  Les  vrais  chefs  de  VEmpire,  p.  go. 

26.  P.  260. 

27.  L'Afrique  frangaise  (1920).  Renseignements  coloniaux,  p.  32,  and 
ibid.  (1921),  p.  100.  Governor-General  Garde  again  in  1929:  “Let  us,  there¬ 
fore,  teach  French  in  the  lower  grades;  let  us  teach  the  children  to  speak  and 
write  in  good  French,  so  that  they  may  think  in  good  French.”  Documenta¬ 
tion  coloniale  comparde,  II  (1929),  251. 

28.  Quoted  in  L.  P.  Mair,  Native  Policies  in  Africa  (1936),  p.  213. 

29.  Commonwealth  Documents  2374  (1925),  p.  4. 

30.  As  an  example  of  the  British  attitude  we  can  take  the  famous,  although 
dating  from  1904,  report  of  the  commission  appointed  by  the  Government 
of  India  to  enquire  into  the  condition  and  prospects  of  the  University  of 
Galcutta.  The  English  language  was  described  as  a  “pathway  leading  into  a 
rich  intellectual  life  ,  although  the  native  language  remained  of  greater 
irnportance.  A  man’s  native  speech  is  almost  like  his  shadow,  inseparable  from 
his  personality  ...  it  is  through  our  vernacular,  through  our  folk-speech, 
whether  actually  uttered  or  harboured  in  our  unspoken  thoughts,  that  the 
most  of  us  attain  to  the  characteristic  expression  of  our  nature  and  of  what 
our  nature  allows  us  to  be  or  to  discern.  .  .  .” 

31.  In  1939,  80,000  children  were  in  elementary  schools — whereas  2,700,000 
were  of  school  age.  Michel  Devize,  La  France  d’Outre-Mer  (1948),  p.  61. 

32.  Unfortunately  there  are  as  yet  no  studies  of  the  Africanization  of 
the  cadre. 

33.  As  an  example  we  can  take  UAfrique  frangaise  (1934),  p.  720: 
“During  the  academic  year  1933-34,  the  William  Ponty  School  has  supplied 
57  new  teachers  on  the  secondary  level,  24  pupils  at  the  ficole  de  M^decine, 
and  5  at  the  ficole  Vet^rinaire.  It  has  also  recruited  80  new  pupils  by  means 
of  the  concours.  The  ficole  des  Pupilles  M^caniciens  de  la  Marine  has 
counted  45  pupils,  of  which  22  of  the  third  year  have  obtained  the  bae- 
calaureat. 

“The  ficole  de  M6decine  de  Dakar  has  recruited  22  medical  students, 
2  pharmacy  students,  15  midwifery  students,  15  visiting  hospital  nurses. 

“The  ficole  V6t6rinaire  of  Bamako  has  recruited  5  veterinary  students. 

“These  various  establishments  provide  technical  training.  Below  them  there 
exist  the  Enseignements  Primaires  et  Professionnels,  in  the  major  towns  of  the 
colonies.  In  1934  the  eight  higher  primary  schools  were  attended  by  930 
pupils  as  opposed  to  974  in  1933.  By  careful  measures  which  one  cannot 
praise  too  highly  the  attendance  was  deliberately  reduced  this  year  to  avoid 
that  the  young  people,  without  jobs  on  leaving  because  of  the  decrease  of 
openings  now  in  commerce,  industry  and  the  administration,  should  be  dis¬ 
missed.” 

34.  Robert  Delavignette,  UAfrique  noire  frangaise  et  son  destin  (1962), 
p.  99. 


6o2 


NOTES 


LYAUTEY  AND  THE  PROTECTORATE  IN  MOROCCO 

1.  Tlie  comprehensive  literature  on  Lyaut^  includes  Jean  Dresch,  "Lyautey”, 
in  Les  techniciens  de  la  colonisation,  ed.  C.  A.  Julien  (1947);  and  General 
Catroux,  Lyautey  le  Marocain  (1955). 

2.  This  ean  be  shown  very  clearly  in  the  case  of  Tunisia,  cf.  J.  Ganiage, 
Les  origines  du  protectorat  frangais  en  Tunisia  (1868-1881)  (1959).  Also  the 
comments  by  Henri  Brunschwig  in  Mythes  et  Realites  de  ITmpenalisme 
colonial  frangais,  1871-1914  (1900),  pp.  53  f. 

3.  Article  1:  In  order  to  facilitate  the  exercise  of  its  Protectorate  for  the 
French  Government,  S.  A.  Le  Bey  pledges  himself  to  embark  on  administrative, 
judiciary  and  financial  reforms  which  the  Freneh  Government  considers  use¬ 
ful. 

4.  Several  quotations  in  Gonidec,  p.  216. 

5.  E.g.  Gonidec,  pp.  208  f. 

6.  Lyautey  I’Africain,  textes  et  lettres  du  Marechal  Lyautey,  ed.  Pierre 
Lyautey,  Vol.  IV,  1919-1925  (1957),  p.  28. 

7.  Lyautey,  Paroles  d'action  (1900-1926),  3rd  ed.  (1938),  p.  172. 

8.  Cf.  the  impressive  meeting  between  Hugo  von  Hofmannsthal  and 
Lyautey;  “I  have  also  grown  to  love  the  new  France  which  I  perceived  here. 
TTie  old  marshal  Lyautey  met  me  with  great  warmth.  He  eame,  in  fact 
ran,  across  the  great  hall  to  me,  took  my  hand  in  his  and  said:  ‘Monsieur, 
you  are  at  home — ^you  are  in  your  own  house,  and  this  is  why:  I  command 
here,  I  am  a  Lorrain,  your  emperors  are  my  dukes,  and  I  consider  the 
destruction  of  Austria  a  most  deplorable  erime.’  Then,  with  extreme  gracious¬ 
ness,  he  introduced  me  to  his  young  gentlemen.  I  am  very  happy  to  see  him 
and  all  these  officials — an  elite  of  young  officers  and  officials  with  whom  I 
already  made  friends  on  the  ship — in  Rabat  again.”  Letter  from  Marrakesh, 
15  March  1924,  correspondence  with  Carl  J.  Burckhardt  (1956),  p.  182. 

9.  Paroles  d’action,  p.  469. 

10.  Op.  cit.,  p.  7.  Also  speech  in  London  before  the  African  Society, 
Journal  des  Debats,  6  December  1928. 

11.  Textes  et  lettres,  I  (1953),  220. 

12.  But  at  the  same  time  feudalism  loses  its  original  meaning  and  becomes 
confused  with  the  methods  of  nepotism,  blackmail  and  mere  economic 
exploitation.  Cf.  Berque,  Le  Maghreb  entre  deux  g^erres  (1962),  p.  42. 

13.  IV,  14  f.,  157  f.  Robert  Montagne,  Revolution  au  Maroc  (1953), 
p.  143. 

14.  Cf.  e.g.  the  1922  document  which  Hardy  published  in  Afrique 
frangaise,  August  1934. 

15.  On  20  May  1921:  “From  the  outset  I  had  given  notice  of  my  inten¬ 
tion  to  see  the  best  qualified  spend  a  time  in  the  various  residential  services 
after  their  studies.  I  have  come  back  to  this  on  several  occasions,  but  I 
have  encountered  inertia,  not  to  say  repugnance,  so  that  nothing  has  been 
done”,  IV,  131. 

16.  The  colonists  were  “imbued  with  the  Algerian  mentality”,  had  no 
understanding  of  the  pride  and  the  privileges  of  the  land.  Lyautey  referred 
critically  to  the  words  of  the  president  of  the  chamber  of  agriculture  of 
Casablanca,  IV,  19. 

17.  5  December  1923,  Paroles  d’action,  p.  397. 

18.  The  eollective  property  of  the  tribes  and  villages  was  legalized,  but 
at  the  same  time  this  made  it  possible  to  hand  over  a  part  of  it  to  the  state 
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for  the  purpose  of  eolonization.  On  the  other  hand,  a  majority  decision 
could  divide  up  the  collective  property  into  private  property,  in  which  case 
the  state  reserved  itself  a  certain  part. 

19.  On  24  November  1919:  one  consequence  of  the  protectorate  was 
“that  the  French  political  institutions  have  no  place  in  Morocco.  Our 
nationals  can  have  bodies  and  professional  representation  there,  but  can 
have  no  political  representation.  The  demands  and  polemics  on  this  subject 
do  not  therefore  represent  any  more  than  washed  ink  and  wasted  time”. 
Paroles  d’action,  p.  300.  Again  in  a  farewell  address  before  the  Conseil  de 
Gouvernement  on  5  October  1925,  p.  428. 

20.  In  a  letter  to  Prime  Minister  Millerand  in  July  1920  Lyautey  ac¬ 
cordingly  protested  against  certain  terms  of  the  parliamentary  report,  whieh 
spoke,  among  other  things,  of  a  “normal  regime”.  “What  else  do  they 
want?  Does  not  the  term  ‘normal  regime’  simply  mean  the  electoral  regime 
of  the  French  departments  is  envisaged?  May  I  therefore  be  allowed  to  say 
that,  far  from  being  a  normal  regime  for  Morocco,  this  would  be  the  most 
abnormal  'of  regimes”.  IV,  48;  cf.  also  Paroles  d’action,  p.  389. 

21.  Pp.  172!.,  373,  398;  IV,  26. 

22.  We  quote  a  fairly  long  text  of  1916,  since  it  also  shows  Lyautey’s 
concept  of  the  protectorate:  “Morocco  is  a  protectorate.  But  this  word, 
although  it  stands  for  a  great  and  simple  colonial  doctrine,  is  usually  regarded 
as  a  form  of  etiquette  and  not  a  reality:  people  see  in  it,  if  not  a  lie,  at  least 
a  theoretical  formula,  a  transitional  formula,  destined  to  disappear  after 
successive  modalities.  And  this  feeling  is  so  strong  that  in  Morocco,  as  else¬ 
where  before  the  war,  it  was  diEeult,  and  almost  seemed  pointless,  to  resist 
the  impulse  which  many  believed  fatal  towards  direct  government,  towards 
annexation  de  facto  preceding  legal  annexation.  The  war  has  made  it  an 
absolute  political  necessity  to  change  course;  and  this  new  experience,  begun 
in  a  sense  of  prudence,  has  fully  succeeded.  The  protectorate  thus  appears 
not  a  theoretical  transitional  formula,  not  even  a  formula  at  all,  but  a 
permanent  fact:  the  economic  and  moral  penetration  of  a  race,  not  by 
subjecting  it  to  our  might  or  even  to  our  liberties,  but  by  a  close  association 
in  which  we  administer  it  in  peace  through  its  own  organs  of  government 
according  to  its  own  customs  and  liberties. 

“It  is  in  this  direction  that  our  policy  is  frankly  and  definitively  oriented. 
First  we  have  tried  to  raise  the  personal  prestige  of  the  sultan,  by  reviving 
around  him  the  ancient  traditions  and  ceremonies  of  his  eourt,  to  serupulously 
guarantee  the  autonomy  of  his  religious  power,  to  enforce  his  trust  and  his 
authority  by  including  him  in  our  projects  and  by  requesting  his  ideas  and 
his  opinions.  The  maghzen  has  been  more  closely  assoeiated  to  our  daily 
government.  Before  the  war  his  role  had  decreased  imperceptibly  by  the  force 
of  our  administrative  habits  to  a  simple  right  to  veto  projects  which  were 
communicated  to  him.  Today,  in  effect,  he  has  a  real  right  of  examination 
and  his  initiative  is  even  solicited  in  many  cases.  The  Conseil  de  Vizirs 
has  become  a  living  institution,  a  regular  organ  of  the  Administration.  All 
our  projects  are  submitted  there  and  explained  as  to  content  and  tendeney  and 
aim.  The  administration  of  Habou  goods  is  similarly  exercised  under  the  ef¬ 
fective  control  of  a  council.  .  .  . 

“Finally,  everywhere,  in  the  provinces,  we  have  tried  to  give  the  natives 
not  just  the  semblance  of  power,  but  an  effective  share  in  the  administration 
and  true  authority  in  order  to  guarantee  their  customs  and  their  liberties.” 
Rapport  general  sur  la  situation  du  Protector  at  au  Maroc,  31  July  1914 
(1916),  p.  xiii  f. 
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23.  IV,  25  f. 

24.  Cf.  also  report  dated  21  December  1920,  pp.  102  f. 

25.  Again  on  20  May  1921,  pp.  131  £. 

26.  Ill  (1918),  68. 

27.  Quoted  in  Andr6  de  Peretti,  “L’ind6pendance  et  la  France”, 
Esprit,  IV  (1947),  571.  In  1961,  the  conservative  magazine  Paris  Match 
reinterpreted  this  in  praise  of  Lyautey:  photos  showing  Lyautey’s  statue 
being  taken  down  in  Casablanca  were  captioned:  “Lyautey  had  foreseen  the 
independence  of  Morocco  and  it  is  thanks  to  his  ‘French  Peace’  that  royal 
authority  is  now  undisputed  there,  outside  ancient  tribal  quarrels”.  19  April, 
No.  629,  p.  148. 

28.  “We  have  direct  administration  under  our  skin,  we  functionaries 
from  France,  ofEcials  from  Algeria.”  IV,  30. 

29.  Rom  Landau,  Moroccan  Drama,  1900-1955  (1956),  p.  133. 

30.  Andr6  Colliez,  Notre  protectorat  Marocain  1912-1930  (1930),  p.  187. 

31.  So  for  instance  Lyautey  pointed  on  5  December  1923  to  the  thousand 
settlers  with  400,000  hectares,  “It  is  really  worth  something  and  these  figures 
increase  every  day” — he  had  to  defend  himself  against  the  reproach  that  he 
was  not  promoting  colonization.  But  he  immediately  added:  “I  chiefly  count 
on  the  Moroccan  population  itself”  and  spoke  of  the  “vast,  well-cultivated 
domains”  he  had  found  in  1908 — words  obviously  directed  against  the 
French  colonials  and  their  arguments;  Paroles  d’action,  p.  398. 

32.  La  Paix  frangaise  en  Afrique  du  Nord  (1926),  p.  210. 

33.  Landau,  p.  135;  in  1935,  840,000  hectares  in  3822  factories  were  in 
European  hands;  Albert  Ayache,  Le  Maroc  (1956),  p.  154.  Cf.  also  M.  M. 
Knight,  Morocco  as  a  French  Economic  Venture  (1937),  p.  66;  Berque, 
pp.  244,  249. 

34.  Knight,  pp.  58,  67.  Text  of  an  official  brochure  of  1928,  quoted  in 
Ayache,  pp.  151  f.  No  less  than  Georges  Hardy,  the  close  colleague  of 
Lyautey,  wrote  in  1937:  “We  took  care  to  forbid  the  native  collectives  to 
directly  alienate  their  property  and  place  them  under  the  protection  of  guard¬ 
ianship  councils.  But  in  practice,  usury,  the  ploys  of  the  speculators,  the  tenae- 
ity  of  the  colonists,  have  overcome  all  the  precautions,  and  one  may  ask  if, 
from  a  humanitarian  point  of  view,  it  would  not  have  been  more  expedient  to 
play  honestly  and  once  and  for  all  to  separate  the  domain  of  colonization 
and  the  land  reserved  to  native  collectives.”  La  politique  coloniale  et  le 
partage  de  la  terre  aux  XIXe  et  XXe  siecles,  p.  380. 

35.  Concerns  with  modern  methods  of  cultivation  obtained  tax  relief — 
which  did  not  prevent  the  settlers  from  demanding  full  tax  exemption! 
Cf.  also  Louis  Le  Barbier,  Le  Maroc  agricole  (1927),  pp.  147,  in. 

36.  M.  Flory,  “La  notion  du  protectorat  et  son  6volution  en  Afrique 
du  Nord”,  Revue  juridique  et  politique  de  UUnion  frangaise  (1954),  p.  473. 

37.  Colliez,  p.  320,  note;  similarly  for  Tunisia,  Robert  Raynaud,  “Soeialisme 
et  colonies”.  Revue  politique  et  parlementaire  (1925). 

38.  For  example:  “The  Chamber  of  Agriculture  of  Rabat,  5  November 
1927;  the  Association  des  Agriculteurs  et  fileveurs  de  Tadla  and  Oued- 
Zem,  15  December  1927;  the  Association  des  Colons  of  Sidi-Sliman,  5 
September  1928;  the  colonists  of  the  Nord  du  Maroc,  29  September,  have 
protested  vigorously  against  the  current  policy;  finally,  the  Union  des  As¬ 
sociations  du  Maroc,  including  30  groups,  adopted,  on  2  November  1928, 
the  following  order  of  the  day:  VOEU  considering: 

“That  for  some  years  there  has  been  a  marked  increase  in  thefts  and 
crimes  committed  to  the  prejudice  of  the  Europeans  and  about  all  the 
natives; 
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‘‘That  the  general  causes  of  this  disquieting  situation  can  be  attributed: 

‘‘1.  To  the  influence  of  certain  propaganda  practised  in  Arab  circles; 

‘2,  To  the  inadequate  surveillance  of  the  tribes  by  the  caids  and  chiefs; 

“3.  To  the  bad  education  of  the  native  chiefs  and  the  inadequate  action 
in  certain  cases,  of  the  civil  controllers; 

“4.  To  the  use  of  a  system  of  justice  unsuited  to  the  mentality  of  the 
delinquents  and  to  the  absence  of  methods  of  repression; 

“5.  To  the  premature  institution,  in  this  country,  of  social  reforms  whose 
character  has  been  wrongly  interpreted  by  the  primitive  populations  of  the 
Bled  and  which  are  the  cause  of  excessive  abuses; 

“6.  Finally,  perhaps  also  due  to  the  absence  of  a  rational  and  co-ordinated 
native  policy,  that  the  multiplicity  of  thefts,  armed  thefts  or  of  crimes 
would  soon  cause  this  county  to  fall  back  into  the  anarchy  it  has  been 
in  for  centuries.  That  a  feeling  of  latent  revolt  and  of  coup  de  main  is 
still  strongly  rooted  in  the  customs  of  the  tribes  in  the  interior  and  that 
they  must  therefore  be  governed; 

“That  the  security  of  property  and  person  constitutes  a  primordial  means 
of  pacification,  work  and  progress. 

“The  Union  des  Associations  Agricoles  du  Maroc  demands  that  the  means 
used  to  remedy  this  state  of  affairs  should  include  return  to  collective 
tribal  responsibility,  extension  of  the  power  of  the  caids  to  solve  the  pasture- 
land  offences  and  settle  the  quarrels  concerning  work  contracts,  agricultural 
associations,  etc.  .  .  .  ,  reinforcement  of  the  authority  of  the  civil  controls, 
which  should  have  better  control  of  the  native  chiefs. 

“And  notifies  that  it  is  essential  to  arrive  at  the  complete  pacification 
of  Morocco,  that  there  is  a  need  to  undertake  immediate  measures  for 
the  military  and  administrative  reorganization  of  the  regions  called  insecure.” 
Quoted  in  Colliez,  pp.  318-19. 

39.  P.  262. 

40.  Ren6  Thomasset,  “Les  probl^mes  marocains”.  Revue  politique  et 
parlementaire,  Vol.  CLXVII  (1936).  For  the  settlers’  protests  in  1934, 
cf.  Berque,  pp.  265  f. 

41.  E.g.  Realites  coloniales  (1934),  PP-  “The  Frenchman  ...  is 
above  all  and  mainly  a  man  of  direct  administration.  That  is  his  natural 
course,  the  one  that  best  suits  his  temperament,  his  character,  his  destiny.” 

42.  P.  166.  One  must  not  promote  the  prestige  of  the  sultan  too  much, 
since  he  could  one  day  turn  against  France;  p.  498. 

43.  Principes  de  colonisation  et  de  legislation  coloniale,  I  (1927,  5th  ed.), 
431. 

44.  P.  50. 

45.  Roger  Labonne,  “Grandeur  et  Servitude  marocaines”,  he  Correspond¬ 
ent,  25  December  1928,  10  January  1929. 

46.  Cf.  among  others,  Landau,  pp.  142  f. 

47.  C.  A.  Julien,  UAfrique  du  Nord  en  marche  (1952),  pp.  151  f. 
R.  Le  Tourneau,  Evolution  de  la  politique  de  VAfrique  du  Nord  Musulmane 
1920-1961  (1962),  pp.  189  f.  The  old  Lyautey,  by  contrast,  retorted  during 
a  banquet,  “I  must  say:  there  is  something  justified  in  the  plan  for  Moroccan 
reforms”,  Catroux,  Lyautey,  p.  299. 

48.  P.  83. 

49.  E.g.  Thomasset,  op.  cit.,  who  criticized  the  policy  of  the  “great 
caids”,  and  the  neglect  of  education,  and  demanded  more  consideration 
of  the  edueated  61ite  in  the  administration.  Similarly,  “Les  progr^s  du 
Nationalisme  marocain  en  milieu  berb^re”.  Revue  politique  et  parlementaire, 
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Vol.  CLXXVI  (1938).  Robert  Montagne,  “Comment  organiser  politique- 
ment  I’Empire  franjais”.  Politique  etrang^re,  III  (1938),  176  f.  For  Tunisia, 
cf.  Fr^cl^rie  de  Riehement,  “L’avenir  de  la  Tunisia”,  Revue  politique  et 
parlementaire,  CLXXIII  (1937),  and  “L’Islam  et  la  nationality  frangaise”, 
CLXXIII  (1937). 

50.  We  have  seen  that  everyone  demanded  inereased  colonization.  Even 

F.  Charles-Roux,  who  knew  Lyautey  and  celebrated  him,  wrote:  “The  field 
open  to  French  colonization  is  vast.”  “Le  marechal  Lyautey  et  le  Maroc 
frangais”.  Revue  politique  et  Parlementaire,  CXXIII  (1925),  407. 

COLONIAL  POLITICS  DURING  THE  SECOND  WORLD  WAR 

1.  Telegrams  to  Nogu^s  on  19  and  24  July:  “Everyone  here  thinks 
that  you  are  about  to  become  the  grand  chief  of  the  French  resistance.” 

G.  Vaucel,  Documents:  La  France  d’outre-mer  dans  la  guerre  (1948),  p.  135. 
On  25  June,  to  Puaux  and  Mittelhauser:  “I  myself  am  at  your  service”, 
Jacques  Soustelle,  Envers  et  contre  Tous  (1947),  p.  56. 

2.  De  Gaulle,  Memoires  de  guerre,  Vol.  I,  “Appel”,  1940-1942  (1954), 
p.  274. 

3.  Soustelle,  p.  100. 

4.  Cf.  among  others  de  Gaulle,  pp.  90  f.  Edgar  de  Larminat,  Chroniques 
irreverencieuses  (1962),  pp.  121  f.  Jean  de  la  Roche,  Le  Gouverneur 
general  Felix  Eboue  1884-1944  (1957). 

5.  Michel  Devize,  La  France  d’outre-mer  (1948),  pp.  170  f. 

6.  Paul  Isoart,  Le  phenomene  national  vietnamien  (1961),  p.  310.  Admiral 
Decoux,  A  la  harre  d’Indochine  (1949). 

7.  J.  Richard-Molard,  Afrique  occidentale  frangaise  (1952).  Philip  Neres, 
French-speaking  West  Africa  (1962),  p.  23.  Jean  Suret-Canale,  Afrique  noire, 
Vol.  II,  1900-1945  (1964). 

8.  Three  directives  of  African  colonization.  Among  other  things  they 
state:  “To  colonize  is  essentially  to  advance  the  native  societies  in  the 
paths  which  we  have  chosen  for  them.  ...  It  is  both  the  Elites  and  the 
masses  who  must  follow  us.”  For  the  rest,  measures  in  the  sphere  of  food, 
residential  building,  education,  agrarian  policy  and  industrialization  took 
precedence.  Deschamps,  Methodes  et  doctrines,  pp.  177  f.  We  did  not  see 
the  original  text. 

9.  Jean  Paillard,  L’Empire  frangais  de  demain  (1943). 

10.  The  anti-semitic,  anti-democratic  and  anti-British  attitude  of  the 
author  became  clear  in  two  earlier  writings:  La  fin  des  Frangais  en  Afrique 
noire  (1936)  (referring  to  the  immigration  of  Syrians  and  Lebanese)  and 
Faut-il  faire  de  de  V Algeria  un  Dominion?  (1938). 

12.  Maunier  also  used  some  identical  words  in  his  collective  work  L’Empire 
et  ses  ressources,  ed.  Centre  d’information  interprofessionnel  (1942).  The 
1943  book  thus  has  a  representative,  if  not  official,  character. 

13.  L’Empire  et  ses  ressources,  p.  17. 

14.  P.  5.  “The  colonies  are  dependent,  integrated  into  the  state  which 
forms  part  of  the  national  territory”,  p.  16. 

15.  Propos  et  projets,  p.  59. 

16.  P.  139.  The  text  speaks  of  a  certain  Dr.  Funke,  but  probably  means 
the  NS  minister  of  economic  affairs,  Walter  Funk. 

17.  Title  VI.  The  government  of  the  Empire. 

Article  41. 
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1.  The  overseas  territories,  over  which  the  French  State  exercises  its  sov¬ 
ereignty  or  to  whom  it  extends  its  protection,  from  the  Empire. 

2.  In  the  Empire,  the  government  exercises  its  authority  through  the  inter¬ 
mediary  of  senior  officials  who  are  responsible  for  the  internal  and  external 
security  of  the  areas  administered  or  controlled  by  them. 

3.  Tire  Empire  is  governed  by  special  legislation. 

Article  42. 

1.  A  Conseil  de  I’Empire  will  be  set  up  by  the  president  of  the  Republic 
with  the  purpose  of  making  recommendations  in  questions  concerning  the 
French  overseas  territories. 

2.  In  the  parts  of  the  Empire  where  the  social  development  and  security 
permit  it,  a  consultative  council  will  stand  beside  the  representative  of  the 
head  of  state. 

3.  The  conditions  under  which  the  traditional  co-operation  of  certain 
colonies  in  the  national  representation  will  take  place  will  be  determined  by 

law. 

Quoted  in  Ansprenger,  appendix,  pp.  453-54. 

18.  I  am  using  the  Rufisque  edition  of  1948. 

19.  De  la  Roche,  p.  137. 

20.  P.  7. 

21.  P.  27. 

22.  Note  also  the  following  passage:  “Instead  of  allowing  a  crowd  of 
proletarians  more  or  less  badly  dressed,  more  or  less  speaking  French,  to 
form  contact  with  us,  we  shall  do  well  to  create  an  61ite  of  chiefs  and 
notables”,  p.  11.  This  largely  corresponded  with  the  British  attitude  in 
1920! 

23.  P.  17. 

24.  Devize,  p.  180.  Suret-Canale,  p.  586. 

25.  In  his  opening  address  in  Brazzaville  Pleven  made  it  clear  that  the 
conference  must  mainly  document  “the  affirmation  of  our  faith  in  the 
mission  of  France  in  Africa  .  .  .  the  affirmation  of  our  desire  to  take 
upon  ourselves,  above  all  without  sharing  them  with  any  anonymous  institu¬ 
tion,  the  immense  but  exalting  responsibilities  that  are  ours,  vis-a-vis  the 
races  who  live  under  our  flag”.  Conference  africaine  frangaise,  ed.  Minist^re 
des  Colonies  (1945),  p.  21. 

26.  /.  O.,  Assemblee  consultative  Algers,  13  January  1944,  p.  13. 

27.  From  a  talk  with  P.  O.  Lapie.  For  the  plans,  cf.  below  pp.  375-76. 

28.  Memoires,  II,  184. 

29.  Text  of  the  speech  in  Memoires,  II,  555  f. 

30.  Governor  Sailer,  who  was  supported  by  the  influential  Laurentie, 
Conference,  p.  85. 

31.  P.  39. 

32.  P.  22. 

33.  Pleven  wrote  very  similarly  a  few  months  later  in  the  preface  to  a 
special  number  of  the  journal  Renaissances,  October  1944:  “The  French 
colonies,  like  the  other  provinces  of  France,  [!]  want  to  help  rebuild  the 
French  house.  They  wish,  and  their  hope  will  not  be  disappointed,  that 
the  plans  of  the  architects  of  the  Constituent  will  give  them  a  place  in 
it  where  they  will  be  at  ease”,  p.  8. 

34.  P.  32. 

35.  Pleven  even  explicitly  stressed  that  the  French  did  not  want  to  copy 
the  British  concepts  in  Brazzaville;  “the  word  Commonwealth  in  particular 
has  deliberately  been  kept  out”,  p.  80. 
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36.  P.  32. 

37-  P-  35- 

38.  P.  37. 

39.  P.  82. 

40.  Pp.  73,  79. 

41.  He  demanded  the  transformation  of  the  French  Empire  into  a 
federal  State,  but  “the  political  domain”  must  remain  with  France,  and 
he  too  started  from  the  idea  of  a  one  and  indivisible  Republic!  P.  77. 

42.  P.  91. 

43.  Pp.  100  f.  Sissoko’s  contribution  was  reprinted  in  Renaissances, 
October  1944  (Sissoko  was  chef  de  canton  in  French  West  Africa). 

44.  Robert  Lemaignen,  Leopold  S^dar  Senghor,  Prince  Sisowath  Youtevong, 
La  Communaute  Imperiale  Frangaise  (1945). 

45.  Pp.  84  f. 

46.  Ansprenger,  pp.  63  f.  Devize,  p.  185. 

47.  Gonidec,  pp.  242  f.  Also,  A.  Layton  Funk,  Charles  de  Gaulle,  The 
Crucial  Years  1943-1944  (1959),  p.  196. 

48.  For  the  events  in  North  Africa  the  above-mentioned  books  by  Julien 
and  Le  Toumeau  give  summaries.  We  give  no  details. 

49.  Memoires,  II,  95. 

50.  An  excellent  study  of  Ferhat  Abbas  in  Jean  Lacouture,  “Ferhat  Abbas 
ou  la  recherche  d’une  patrie”,  in  Cinq  hommes  et  la  France  (1961),  pp. 
284  f. 

51.  Text  of  the  Constantine  speech  in  Memoires,  II,  548  f.,  the  Ordonnace, 
II,  557  f.  Cf.  also  General  Catroux,  Dans  la  bataille  de  la  mediterranee 
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to  France  the  sons  of  France  [I]  have  shown  that  they  are  worthy  of  a 
greater  and  freer  national  existence.  At  the  moment  when  France  has 
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2.  Franz  Ansprenger,  Politik  im  schwarzen  Afrika  (1961 1,  p.  65.  Hubert 
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3.  Of  the  comprehensive  literature  on  the  subject  we  cite  only  Pierre 
Lampu6,  UUnion  frangaise  d’apr^s  la  Constitution  (1947);  Frangois  Borella, 
Uevolution  politique  et  juridique  de  I’Union  frangaise  depuis  igqo  (1958). 

4.  The  influential  deputy  for  overseas  affairs,  Boisdon,  said  in  the  consti¬ 
tutional  commission:  “The  aim  must  be  to  avoid  a  federalism  that  could 
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Union  frangaise  (1950),  p.  79. 
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16.  J.  O.,  19  April  1946,  p.  2062. 
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the  possibility  of  a  change  of  status,  that  the  draft  “is  much  more  clearly 
inspired  by  the  federalist  concept”.  Documents,  II,  295,  350. 

19.  L  Action  du  Comite  de  I’Empire  frangais.  Principales  interventions 
aupres  des  pouvoirs  publics  (October  1944  to  March  1946). 

20.  P.  40. 
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de  I’Empire.  franfaise,  Comite  de  I’Oceanie  frangaise,  Journal  de  la  Marine 
marchande,  Ligue  maritime  et  coloniale,  Marches  coloniaux. 

30.  14  September  1946,  p.  944. 

31.  “Les  partis  et  I’Union  frangaise”,  10  August  1946.  Cf.  also  a  sub¬ 
mission  by  the  Comite  de  I’Empire  frangaise  to  Overseas  Minister  Moutet 
on  12  March  1946,  in  L' action  .  .  .  ,  pp.  87  f.  “The  project  would,  in 
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This  is  followed  by  a  ridiculous  comparison  with  the  Commonwealth! 

32.  Cf.  Ansprenger,  pp.  69  f.  The  content  of  the  resolution  of  the 

“States-General”  in  Devize,  p.  266.  It  states,  among  other  things:  “The 
accession  to  French  citizenship  could  not  be  a  measure  of  a  collective  order, 
obligatorily  extending  rights  to  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  Empire,  most  of 
whom  would  not  understand  either  their  meaning,  or  their  grandeur,  or 
which  some  would  even  deliberately  transgress,  but  is  an  individual  fact 
largely  open  to  all  those  who  are  capable  of  grasping  its  moral,  social  and 
political  implications.  .  .  .  The  agitations  provoked  by  a  few  autonomist 
evolues  considered  by  some  irony  of  fate  as  the  authentic  representatives 
of  the  overseas  peoples,  whereas  in  fact  they  are  generally  nothing  but  the 
expression  of  the  feudalism  of  the  past  or  the  tyranny  of  tomorrow,  must 
not  let  us  forget  the  aspiration  of  the  mass  of  natives  to  French  peace 
in  order  and  work.”  The  States-Ceneral  “therefore  expresses  the  wish  that 
the  French  Government,  whose  essential  mission  it  is  to  guarantee  the 
endurance  of  the  superior  interests  of  the  country  and  of  civilization  in 
the  territories  of  the  French  [I]  Empire,  should  maintain  there,  beyond 
the  parties,  beyond  local  or  temporary  contingencies,  the  sacred  principle 
of  French  sovereignty.” 

33.  A  good  description  of  these  rather  complex  events  in  Boisdon,  pp. 
33  f. 

34.  Ansprenger,  p.  71. 

35.  J.  O.,  27  August  1946,  p.  334. 

36.  /.  O.,  18  September  1946,  p.  3793. 

37.  This  shift  is  made  clear  in  Deschamps,  Methodes  et  doctrines, 
p.  195. 

38.  18  September  1946,  p.  3791. 

39.  P.  3787. 

40.  P.  3817. 

41.  “I  have  nowhere  felt  the  sweetness  of  life  more  than  in  France. 
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.  .  .  No  one  asks  France  to  leave.  We  need  France.  .  .  .  No  one  thinks 
of  betraying  the  interests  of  France",  p.  3820. 

42.  Yacine  Diallo  from  Guinea,  p.  3814.  Diallo’s  theses  go  very  far; 
“One  must  hope  that  the  French  Union  will  be  realized  and  that  the 
territories  of  overseas  France  will  one  day  become  French  provinces.  This 
is  what  we  dream  of."  Similarly,  Sissoko,  p.  3820. 

43.  27  August  1946,  p.  3334. 

44.  Cf.  the  interview  of  Ansprenger  with  Lamine-Gu^ye,  Ansprenger, 
p.  72. 

45.  Particularly  the  Gommunist  Angeletti  on  18  September,  p.  3787; 
and  G6saire,  p.  3797.  Houphouet-Boigny  on  19  September,  p.  3849. 

46.  Text  in  “Von  der  Dritten  fur  Vierten  Republik",  Berner  Quellen 
zur  neueren  Geschichte,  XIV,  XV  (1950),  130. 

47.  The  internal  contradictions  are  sharply  emphasized  in  Borella,  pp. 
51  f.  Lampu6  sees  the  whole  preamble  as  a  program  for  the  future,  p.  17. 

48.  As  a  reporter  Goste-Floret  tried  to  stress  the  federalist  elements 
and  spoke  of  “a  draft  for  a  federal  assembly"  and  an  “embryo  of  federal 
government",  i8  September,  p.  3786.  By  contrast  Gaston  Monnerville,  who 
was  elected  president  of  the  council  of  the  Republic  shortly  after,  warned 
against  making  promises  and  then  not  keeping  them.  He  said  it  was  a 
question  of  “a  fagade  rather  than  reality". 

“Excuse  me  for  saying  that  we  have  already  submitted  to  the  trial  of 
a  consultative  assembly  and  that  we  have  no  desire  to  do  so  again.  One 
experience  has  sufficed  for  us  not  to  want  to  give  the  appearance  of  an 
‘ersatz’  assembly  to  an  assembly  which  ought  to  appear  as  a  definitive 
organism  to  the  metropolis  and  to  the  people  as  the  first  step  towards 
the  realization  of  the  reforms  that  are  so  much  desired  and  have  been 
so  much  promised. 

“Send  metropolitan  delegates  to  the  Assembl6e  de  I’Union,  under  condi¬ 
tions  which  an  organic  law  or  a  constitutional  law  will  determine;  give 
these  assemblies  the  power  to  discuss  these  questions,  but  truly  give  it 
the  political  and  deliberative  power  that  it  needs,  for  if  not,  we  know 
what  will  happen.  Your  assembly  will  issue  instructions  which  will  be 
followed  or  not  followed.  It  will  have  a  tribune  which  make  it  possible 
for  the  overseas  delegates  to  pose  questions. 

“Believe  me,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  that  if,  after  these  questions  have 
been  discussed  at  the  Assembl^e  de  I’Union,  and  after  deliberations  have 
been  taken  and  then  transmitted  to  the  sovereign  assembly,  the  latter  does 
not  follow  the  Assemble  de  I’Union  and  leaves  the  texts  in  green  cartons, 
it  will  create  unease.  This  will  become  aggravated.  Once  more  people  will 
say — an  unjust  thought  but  one  which  is,  alas,  verifiable  in  the  facts: 
‘France  has  again  promised  and  not  kept  its  promise’. 

“Do  not  allow  people  to  say  this.  This,  in  my  opinion,  is  what  seems 
most  serious  about  the  project  that  has  been  submitted.”  (Applause  from 
various  benches  of  the  Left  and  extreme  Left.)  J.  O.,  18  September,  p. 
3809.  This  is  exactly  what  was  to  happen!  Yet  Lampu6  asserted;  “Everything 
indicated  that  the  constituent  intended  to  teach  this  assembly  a  lesson 
of  great  importance”,  p.  33. 

49.  L’Union  frangaise  (1950),  p.  5, 
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INDOCHINA,  TUNISIA  AND  MOROCCO 

1.  Devilliers,  Histoire  du  'Viet-Nam,  p.  177.  We  are  not  citing  the 
comprehensive  memoirs  and  literature  on  the  war.  Also  important  are 
Isoart,  op.  cit.;  Ellen  I.  Hammer,  The  Struggle  for  Indochina  (10^4);  and 
Borella,  op.  cit. 

2.  Devilliers,  p.  296. 

3.  Cf.  the  documents  in  J.  R.  Toumoux,  Secrets  d'Etat  (1962),  pp 
453-57- 

4.  Quoted  in  Borella,  p.  356. 

5.  Quoted  in  Borella,  p.  358. 

6.  Quoted  in  Borella,  p.  360. 

7.  Again  we  refer  to  julien,  op.  cit.;  Le  Tourneau,  op.  cit.;  Borella,  op.  cit; 
also  “Maroc  et  Tunisie”,  special  issue  of  La  Nef,  March  1953. 

8.  Le  Tourrieau,^  p.  119.  On  19  July  Schuman  stressed  before  the  council 
of  the  Republic:  “We  cannot  maintain  indefinitely  the  direct  administration 
exercised  by  the  French.  This  is  precisely  the  object  of  our  reforms.” 
Quoted  in  La  Nef,  p.  160. 

9.  Jean  Lacouture,  Cinq  hommes  et  la  France  (1962),  p.  148. 

10.  Le  Tourneau,  p.  122. 

11.  In  the  highly  respected  foreword  to  “Maroc  et  Tunisie”,  La  Nef, 
pp.  7  f. 

12.  Asserted  by  Jacques  Fauvet,  in  La  TVe  Republique  (1959),  p.  208. 

13.  Quoted  in  Borella,  p.  412. 

14.  Quoted  in  Conidec,  p.  276. 

15.  Quoted  in  Le  Tourneau,  p.  134. 

16.  During  a  secret  meeting  with  Bourguiba,  Mend^s-France  is  said  to 
have  spoken  more  or  less  as  follows:  “We  are  determined  to  make  Tunisia 
the  field  of  an  experiment — as  a  forerunner  to  friendly  decolonization.  On 
the  institutional  plan  as  on  that  of  financial  aid,  we  want  to  help  you 
to  show  that  emancipation  can  take  place  with  co-operation.  Also  you  will 
remain  at  ‘the  head  of  the  group’  which  will  gradually  include  Morocco, 
the  countries  of  Black  Africa,  even  Algeria  .  .  .”,  quoted  in  Lacouture,  p. 
162, 

17.  Lacouture,  p.  167. 

18.  A.  Juin,  Le  Maghreb  en  feu  (1957),  p.  72. 

19.  Note  the  directives  which  Boyer  gave  to  Latour,  Juin’s  first  colleague, 
on  8  March  1951:  “general  aim  ...  to  create  first  local  assemblies  ...  to 
reach,  after  a  longer  [!]  period  of  time,  to  the  summit  of  the  pjramid  of  a 
deliberative  assembly”.  It  is  also  worth  noting  the  following  comments:  a 
generation  had  not  been  enough  to  create  a  Moroccan  61ite.  Or,  “nationalism 
becomes  intolerable  as  soon  as  it  becomes  anti-French”  [!],  Verite  sur  VAfrique 
du  Nord  (1956),  pp.  12  f.  De  Latour  nevertheless  began  by  speaking 
of  the  “stupid  conservatism”  among  senior  officials  at  the  residence-general, 
p.  141. 

20.  Le  Tourneau,  p.  232;  good  summary  in  Fauvet,  La  IVe  Republique, 
pp.  217  f.,  293  f. 

21.  Quoted  in  Le  Tourneau,  p.  247, 

22.  Quoted  in  Gonidec,  p.  278. 

23.  “Morocco  between  East  and  West”,  Foreign  Affairs,  January  1948, 
p.  360. 

24.  “Crisis  and  Reform  in  French  North  Africa”,  Foreign  Affairs,  April 
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1951,  p.  455.  Julien  considered  the  government’s  demand  to  diseuss  only 
within  the  proteetorate  as  dubious,  sinee  even  Libya  was  now  independent. 

25.  Cf.  also  the  declaration  by  minister  Pierre  July  on  the  new  Moroeco 
poliey:  Franee  wanted  to  ereate  a  “lasting  Union  between  France  and 
Moroceo”  and  give  the  latter  the  status  of  “sovereign  state”,  but  stipulated 
as  a  basis  for  negotiations  “permanent  French  presence  .  .  .  equal  represen¬ 
tation  of  its  interests  and  complete  maintenance  of  France’s  responsibility 
in  the  sphere  of  defenee  and  foreign  affairs”.  Keesing's  Contemporary 
Archives,  1  Oetober  1955. 

26.  E.g.  G.  P.  Johannot,  “Les  conditions  d’une  durable  ‘presence  frangaise’ 
au  Maroc”,  Revue  politique  et  parlementaire  (1955),  No.  217.  One  must 
proceed  with  courage,  in  the  sense  of  the  preamble  of  the  constitution, 
and  show  the  way  to  independence,  p.  219. 

27.  Ives  G.  Brissoniere,  “La  notion  d’interdependanee”.  Revue  de  defense 
nationale,  July  1956,  pp.  847  f.  He  interpreted  the  notion  and  believed 
he  could  show  its  “precise  meaning”.  The  “features  of  a  France-Tunisia- 
Moroeeo  assoeiation  are  becoming  clear  ...  a  coneerted  diplomacy  and 
common  defence,  these  are  the  two  pillars  and  the  two  tests  of  inter¬ 
dependence”. 
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the  Freneh  Republic  to  the  associated  state”.  In  Marches  coloniaux,  4 
April  1953,  p.  1006.  “Le  Federalisme  est  la  verite  du  XXe  si^cle  et 
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10.  A  general  survey  in  Alain  Coret,  “Le  probl^me  de  la  rdforme  du 
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in  the  appendix  to  Bour’s  report,  “Assemble  de  I’Union  frangaise”  (1955), 
Annexe  104.  Besides  Borella,  p.  315,  cf.  also  P.  Lampud,  “Pour  une  rdforme 
de  I’Union  frangaise”,  Cahiers  de  la  Republique  (1959),  p.  7. 

11.  As  an  example  we  can  again  cite  Boussenot,  who  had  full  sympathy 
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with  the  desire  for  autonomy  of  the  native  6]ite  and  demanded  reforms 
of  the  Union,  but  at  the  same  time  started  out  from  the  thesis;  “Overseas 
France  constitutes  the  necessary  complement  to  continental  France’' — eco¬ 
nomically  and  militarily!  Without  the  overseas  territories,  France  would 
one  day  become  a  secondary  power  like  Spain.  “And  it  is  precisely  because 
overseas  France  does  not  want  to  remain  indefinitely  [1]  soldered  to  metro¬ 
politan  France  that  it  is  right  to  demand  only  the  impression  but  also 
the  assurance  that  it  will  never  become  the  poor  relation  to  whose  recital 
of  grievances  and  aspirations  Paris  will  listen  only  intermittently  and  with 
half  an  ear.”  “L’Assembl^e  de  I’Union  frangaise,  son  r61e,  I’^largissement 
de  ses  pouvoirs”.  Revue  politique  et  parlementaire,  January  1953,  p.  35. 

12.  Cahiers  de  la  R^publique  (1940),  No.  10,  pp.  35  f. 

13.  Cf.  p.  663. 

14.  /.  O.,  Assemblee  de  I’Union  frangaise,  July  1955,  p.  678.  Cf.  also 
the  essay  by  Ren6  Galbrun  (inspector  of  overseas  France)  in  Revue  politique 
et  parlementaire  (1956),  No.  1,  p.  70.  Or  a  journalist’s  comment:  it  was 
a  question '“of  finding  the  form  of  federal  cooperation  which  would,  in 
each  territory,  bring  with  it  a  degree  of  autonomy  or  of  variable  integration 
and  which  must  create  the  indivisible  unity  of  the  great  French  Republic”; 
Pierre  Paraf,  “Nouveaux  rendez-vous  africains”  in  Revue  politique  et  parle¬ 
mentaire,  1955,  No.  217,  p.  140. 

15.  “Le  F^d^ralisme  et  I’Union  frangaise”  in  Revue  politique  et  parle¬ 
mentaire  (1948),  No.  14. 

16.  The  Vietnamese  Bun  Kinh  deelared  before  the  Assemblee  de  I’Union 
frangaise  on  7  July  1955:  “We  do  not  think  that  the  French  Union 
can  evolve,  in  the  future,  towards  a  Confederation”,  since  the  general  hatred 
of  supra-national  institutions  was  much  too  great;  they  did  not  want  to 
give  up  their  freedom  of  deeision  to  certain  councils  in  Paris;  Gonidec, 
p.  355.  King  Norodom  Sihanouk  of  Cambodia  accordingly  postulated  a 
transformation  of  the  French  Union  into  a  Commonwealth;  Dokumente, 
Bour,  p.  11.  On  12  March  1954,  Bourguiba  declared:  “The  Freneh  Union 
must  proceed  little  by  little  towards  the  formula  of  the  British  Common¬ 
wealth,  i.e.  to  the  union  of  states  endowed  with  sovereignty.”  Quoted  in 
Coret,  p.  108. 

17.  'ITie  contrast  with  the  British  situation  was  asserted  with  dubious 
arguments.  For  instance,  an  important  article  stated;  “It  would  be  dangerous 
to  simply  draw  a  line  of  demarcation  with  the  United  Kingdom  which, 
thanks  to  stronger  economic  ties  than  ours  [!?],  an  indirect  administration 
which  has  more  respeet  for  the  local  cadres,  has  been  able  to  pursue  a 
policy  tending  towards  the  establishment  of  independent  African  states  in 
West  Africa.”  Rend  Servoise,  “Introduction  aux  probldmes  de  la  politique 
frangaise”.  Politique  etranghe  (1954),  No.  4  (special  issue  on  the  problems 
of  overseas  France).  This  assertion  by  the  experienced  economist  is  obviously 
inapposite — particularly  since  Servoise  stresses  that  France  still  adhered  to 
the  Pacte  colonial;  even  if  it  did,  this  thesis  would  be  more  convincing 
in  the  opposite  sense! 

18.  Alfred  Rieber,  Stalin  and  the  French  Communist  Party  1941-1947 
(1962),  pp.  314  f.  For  Indochina,  cf.  also  Hammer,  Struggle  for  Indochina, 
p.  201. 

19.  As  an  example  we  can  take  the  declaration  by  Mme.  J.  Vermeersch 
(Thorez’s  companion)  in  parliament  on  27  January  1950:  “We  are  con¬ 
tinuing  our  fight  against  the  war  in  Vietnam.  We  shall  fight  for  the  complete 
independence  of  the  Vietnamese  people,  we  shall  fight  for  the  return  of 
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the  expeditionary  force.  We  shall  continue,  with  all  the  people,  the  battle 
against  sending  troops  and  war  materials.  .  .  .  The  armed  fight  of  the 
Vietnamese  people  against  French  imperialism  is  a  considerable  help  to 
the  workers  and  the  democratic  movement  in  France.  The  victory  of  the 
Vietnamese  people  over  the  aggressor  will  be  the  victory  of  the  people  of 
France.”  Quoted  in  Isoart,  pp.  382  f. 

20.  E.g.  E.  Cohen-Hadria,  “Le  fait  colonial”.  Revue  socialiste  (1947), 
No.  14,  p.  307.  If  France  would  leave  Tunisia — this  in  1947I — ^who  would 
take  control  in  Bizerte? 

21.  L6on  Blum  in  Le  Populaire,  5  December  1949. 

22.  Ministerial  declaration  on  23  December  1946,  in  Ann6e  politique 
(1946),  p.  545. 

23.  Cf.  his  Indochina  declaration  on  10  December  1946,  two  days  before 
his  investiture  as  prime  minister,  Le  Populaire,  10  December  1946,  quoted 
in  Isoart,  p.  372. 

24.  Conseil  National,  19-22  March  1947.  Le  Populaire,  20  March  1947. 
Cf.  also  the  party  congress  resolution  in  July  1948:  “Socialism  has  always 
adopted  an  attitude  of  understanding  and  sympathy  with  regard  to  the 
aspirations  of  the  overseas  peoples  towards  the  realization  of  their  inde¬ 
pendence.  However,  it  feels  that  in  a  world  placed  under  the  sign  of 
interdependence,  only  the  realization  of  a  federal-type  political  system  will 
safeguard  the  essential  rights  of  the  collectivities.  .  .  .  Interdependence 
without  a  federal  organization  must  normally  put  into  play  the  traditional 
forces  of  aggression  or  autochthonous  neo-capitalism.  ...”  Le  Populaire, 
6  July  1948. 

25.  Paul  Alduy,  “L’Union  frangaise,  mission  de  la  France”,  Revue  socialiste. 
No.  299  (1948),  p.  21. 

26.  Apart  from  the  above-mentioned  essay,  cf.  “Le  probl^me  colonial 
a  la  lumi^re  du  socialisme”.  Revue  socialiste.  No.  7  (1947).  “Pour  une 
structure  politique  de  I’Union  frangaise”.  Esprit  (special  issue)  (1949), 
No.  7.  Alduy  at  the  1949  Party  Congress,  Le  Populaire,  18  July  1949. 

27.  The  local  assemblies  and  the  Assembl^e  de  I’Union  frangaise  were  to 
obtain  legislative  powers,  while  the  Union  should  also  have  its  own  execu¬ 
tive;  L’Union  frangaise,  p.  86. 

28.  At  the  party  congress,  Guy  Mollet  openly  rejected  the  term  “fed¬ 
eration”:  “The  term  association  would  be  greatly  preferred”.  Le  Populaire, 
5  July  1955-. 

29.  Conseil  National  du  Parti  socialiste,  ayant  pouvoir  de  congr^s,  24-25 
January  1953,  Annexe  II,  Bour,  p.  27.  The  June  1956  congress  accepted 
the  following  resolution:  “At  the  same  time  that  we  extend  the  powers 
of  the  territorial  assemblies  it  is  necessary  to  put  into  effect  a  better  legislative 
organization,  particularly  by  giving  the  Assembl6e  de  I’Union  frangaise  extended 
powers,  .  .  .  but  without  calling  into  question  the  sovereignty  of  parliament. 
Opposed  to  any  policy  of  ‘surrender’,  the  Socialist  party  proclaims  that  a  policy 
of  evolution  must  be  pursued  on  all  levels  .  .  .”,  Le  Populaire,  2  July  1956. 

30.  Le  Populaire,  6  June  1948,  29  October  1948;  O.  Rosenfeld  in 
Le  Populaire,  21  January  1949.  The  1950  party  congress:  “The  SFIO  has 
indicated  special  reservations.  Bao  Dai  cannot  be  considered  the  qualified 
representative  of  the  Vietnamese  people”.  Le  Populaire,  13  July  1950; 
Isoart,  p.  384. 

The  May  1950  party  congress  unanimously  demanded  “that  without 
delay  negotiations  should  begin  between  the  Government  of  the  Republic 
[the  Socialists  were  involved  in  this  government!]  and  the  qualified  repre- 
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sentatives  of  the  Tunisian  Nation  in  order  to  fix  the  date  for  suppression 
of  the  protectorate  and  the  successive  stages  for  the  accession  of  Tunisia 
to  the  status  of  a  sovereign  and  independent  State  .  .  .  and  simultaneously 
to  sign  a  treaty  of  association  between  the  French  Republic  and  Tunisia 
to  co-ordinate  action  on  the  basis  of  equality,  on  the  national  defense 
plan,  foreign  policy  and  economic  and  cultural  relations”.  Text  in  the 
1951  report.  In  July  1953  there  is  mention  of  the  “internal  autonomy 
of  a  Tunisian  State”,  Rapports,  p.  103.  A  year  later  Julien  rejected  the 
idea  of  co-sovereimty,  because  the  Moroccans  demanded  internal  sovereignty. 
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independence.”  Le  Populaire,  5  July  1954. 

31.  Grosser,  p.  115. 

32.  In  Temps  modernes,  June  1952. 
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question”,  wrote  Bertrand  d’Astray  with  reference  to  the  Viet  Minh  in 
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in  order  to  subject,  or  to  dominate,  but  rather  to  pacify,  to  liberate,  to 
promote.  .  .  .”  Quoted  in  Robert  de  Montvalon,  Ces  pays  qu’on  n’appelle 
plus  colonies  (1956),  p.  10. 

38.  Gonidec,  Droit  de  travail,  pp.  47  f. 

39.  1950  congress,  Paul  Devinat,  Rapport  de  VUnion  frangaise,  pp.  6,  15. 

40.  1953  congress,  report  by  Henri  Caillaret,  Afrique  du  Nord  et  Union 
frangaise. 
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42.  Grosser,  p.  132. 

43.  /.  O.,  Assemblee  Nationale,  p.  4047. 

44.  “Quelques  reflexions  sur  le  probieme  du  protectorat”,  La  Nef,  p.  224. 

45.  J.  O.,  Assemblee  Nationale,  p.  4977. 

46.  1951  congress,  Albert  Sarraut,  Im  doctrine  radicale  et  VUnion  fran¬ 
gaise,  p.  2. 

47.  E.g.  “We  shall  thus  constitute  a  Europe-Africa  entity,  a  French 
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former  prime  minister,  “La  structure  de  I’Union  frangaise  ne  pent  Stre 
que  federale,”  in  Marches  coloniaux,  23  July  1956,  p.  1682. 
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51.  Aux  jrontikres,  p.  35. 

52.  “Paradoxes  et  promesses  de  I’Union  franjaise”,  La  Nef  (1955), 
p.  231.  An  attitude  similar  to  Mitterand’s  is  taken  by  General  Catroux, 
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71.  Numerous  documents  and  details  in  Francois  M^jan,  Le  Vatican 
centre  la  France  d’Outre-Mer  (1957). 

72.  M^jan,  p.  163.  From  the  reaction  of  the  French  press  in  Tananarive: 
“The  French  in  this  country  do  not  tolerate  that  anyone  should  endanger 
the  position  of  France  in  Madagascar,  be  it  by  temporal  demagogy  or  by 
spiritual  demagogy.” 


BLACK  AFRICA  AND  THE  LOI  CADRE  (1946-1956) 

1.  Borella,  p.  185,  lists:  officials,  military,  people  with  a  driving  license, 
4volu6  notables.  In  each  case  the  precondition  was  the  ability  to  read  either 
French  or  Arabic,  which  gave  the  administration  considerable  political 
control. 

2.  The  double  electoral  college  did  not  apply  in  Senegal. 

3.  Teitgen  (MRP)  pointed  out  in  parliament  on  20  March  1956  that 
in  the  past'  year  Senegal  had  had  a  budget  of  6  thousand  millions,  of 
which  5.5  were  already  allotted.  J.  O.,  AssembUe  Nationale,  p.  1074. 

4.  African  deputies  constantly  complained  that,  in  spite  of  excellent  train¬ 
ing,  their  fellow-countrymen  found  it  difficult  to  find  employment  in  private 
concerns.  E.g.  Senghor:  “But  the  tragedy  is  that  our  engineers  are  not 
employed.  It  took  me  three  years  to  find  a  job  in  Africa  for  two  engineers 
from  my  area  who  had  left  the  6cole  sup6rieure  d’61ectricit6,  whose  standard 
of  excellence  is  well  known.”  J.  O.,  AssembUe  Nationale,  22  March  1956, 
p.  1192. 

5.  Kenneth  Robinson,  “French  Africa  and  the  French  Union”,  Africa 
Today,  ed.  Haines  (1955),  p.  325. 

6.  Ansprenger,  p.  101.  Claude  Bourdet,  “Les  Elections  Outre-Mer”,  Temps 
modemes,  August  1951. 

7.  Forty-three  deputies  represented  a  population  of  30,000,000:  one  deputy 
overseas  represented  520,000  inhabitants,  in  the  metropolis  it  was  one  for 
79,000.  The  overseas  representation  (including  Algeria  and  the  whites)  con¬ 
stituted  13  percent  of  the  parliament.  Proportional  representation  would  have 
given  Algeria  100,  and  the  rest  of  the  overseas  territories  400  deputies. 
Borella,  pp.  187  f. 

8.  Ansprenger,  pp.  115  f. 

9.  J.  O.,  AssembUe  Nationale,  9  April  1954,  p.  2027. 

10.  During  the  debate,  the  minister  of  the  interior  Martinaud-D6plat 
(cf.  pp.  416-17)  called  on  the  one  and  indivisible  Republic  and  declared:  “TTie 
government  therefore  intends  to  proclaim  solemnly  [!]  that  any  attack  on 
any  one  of  the  elements  of  the  French  Republic  would  call  into  question 
the  very  principles  of  its  national  sovereignty  and  that  it  could  not,  under 
any  circumstances,  agree  to  discuss  it”,  p.  2017. 

11.  Hubert  Deschamps,  Ueveil  politique  africain  (1952),  p.  92.  The 
high  commissioner  of  Madagascar,  Chevigne,  is  said  to  have  referred  to 
the  lack  of  a  “municipal  life”  already  in  a  speech  in  1947.  While  Africans 
were  being  sent  to  Paris  as  deputies,  they  remained  barred  from  local 
affairs.  Henri  Labouret,  Colonisation,  Colonialisme,  Decolonisation  (1952), 
p.  119. 

12.  Ansprenger,  pp.  241  ff.  L.  Gray  Cowan,  Local  Government  in  West 
Africa  (1955),  pp.  112  f. 

13.  “Le  probleme  des  chefferies  en  Afrique  Noire  frangaise”.  Notes  et 
Etudes  documentaires  (1959),  No.  2508,  p.  16. 
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14.  Descliamps,  Vdveil,  p.  97.  Labouret,  Colonisation,  pp.  184  f. 

15.  Deschamps,  p.  99.  Ansprenger,  p.  120. 

16.  “Tliere  are  cases  when  one  must  fight  to  the  death.  The  application 
of  these  texts  which  in  Africa  will  raise  prices  that  are  already  exorbitant 
entails  the  risk  of  irreparable  eonsequences.  Tomorrow  we  shall  have  to 
fight  in  parliament  .  .  .  against  the  extension  of  new  soeial  measures 
that  may  seem  generous  but  whieh  would  ruin  the  eountry.”  Jean  Foulon, 
“Les  frangais  sont  un  peu  fous”,  Climats,  28  April  1952. 

17.  Ansprenger,  p.  236. 

18.  Ansprenger,  pp.  108  ff.,  Hailey,  African  Survey  (1956),  pp.  1193  f., 
Deschamps,  p.  87. 

19.  The  economic  importance  of  the  overseas  territories  to  the  metropolis 
was  in  fact  great.  The  overseas  saved  France  250-300  million  dollars  a 
year,  said  Moussa.  In  1954,  26  pereent  of  all  imports  came  from  overseas 
(excluding  Indochina),  while  31  percent  of  exports  went  there.  Pierre 
Moussa,  Les  Chances  economiques  de  la  communaute  franco-africaine  (1957), 
pp.  27,  34. 

20.  Ansprenger,  p.  105,  gives  a  chart  of  the  period  1947-1957  (no. 
=thousand  million  French  francs): 

French  West  Africa  French  Equatorial  Africa 
Infra  structure  109.82  47-^9 

Social  investments  40-85  16.13 

Productive  investments  59-59  18.28 

21.  Moussa,  pp.  125  f. 

22.  The  sub-commission  Integration  metropole  Outre-Mer  pointed  out  to 
the  commissariat-general  in  a  report  du  Plan  that  the  import  of  African 
products  at  exaggerated  prices  had  in  1952  brought  in  12.5  thousand  millions. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  French  president  of  the  Grand  Conseil  of  French 
West  Africa  remarked  in  1953  that  imports  from  France  were  40  percent 
above  the  world  market  prices — so  how  eould  French  West  Africa  compete 
with  African  and  Asian  imports?  “The  loyalty  of  the  AOF  [French  West  Africa] 
is  threatened  only  by  high  French  prices.”  Le  Monde,  29  April  1954,  quoted 
in  Ren6  Servoise,  “Introduction  aux  probl^mes  de  la  R6publique  frangaise”. 
Politique  etrangere  (1954),  No.  4,  pp.  394,  403.  Moussa  assessed  the 
burden  on  the  overseas  countries  at  20  thousand  millions,  p.  83. 

23.  Moussa,  p.  123.  In  1957  the  AOF  and  Togoland  are  said  to  have 
imported  tinned  tomatoes  [!]  for  940  thousand  millions,  but  only  230 
thousand  millions  worth  of  machines;  Robert  de  Montvalon  in  Dokumente 
(1958),  No.  14,  p.  367. 

24.  E.g.  Senghor  in  the  Assemblee  nationale  on  8  April  1954,  p.  1913. 
The  left-wing  publicist  Marcel  Willemns,  “Un  bilan  de  la  colonisation 
frangaise:  L’^conomie  de  I’Afrique  noire”.  Temps  modernes  (1955),  p.  10. 
J.  Dresch  (professor  at  the  Sorbonne),  “Questions  Ouest-Africaines”,  Revue 
politique  et  parlementaire.  No.  199  (1949). 

25.  /.  O.,  Assemblee  nationale,  21  March  1956,  pp.  1108  f. 

26.  J.  O.,  Assemblee  nationale,  29  January  1957,  p.  367;  similarly  Mamdou 
Dia  (Senegal)  on  30  January  1957,  p.  423. 

27.  On  1  March  1956,  quoted  in  Borella,  p.  268,  “Do  not  let  us  give 
credit  to  the  false  idea  that  our  parliament  pays  attention  to  the  overseas 
peoples  only  when  blood  is  flowing.  Let  us  prove  that  we  know  how  to  act 
differently  under  the  present  circumstances”.  Defferre  on  21  Mareh,  J.  O., 
p.  1 108.  It  is  pointed  out  again,  however,  that  very  few  deputies  were  interested 
in  overseas  affairs;  20  March  1956,  p.  1079. 
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28.  This  strange  solution  was  based  on  a  compromise  between  the  govern¬ 
ment  draft,  which  provided  for  the  appointment  of  half  the  members  by  the 
governor,  and  the  Africans’  demands  for  a  responsible  cabinet.  Africanus, 
L’A.frique  noire  devant  Vindependance  (1958),  pp.  13-18.  An  example  of 
African  criticism  of  the  government  proposal  also  in  Apithy,  Combat,  29 
January  1957. 

29.  Marice  Duverger,  in  Le  Monde,  6  February  1957. 

30.  In  the  same  way  Mamadou  Dia  (the  future  prime  minister  of  Senegal): 
“Federations  already  exist  (AOF,  AFF).  We  simply  ask  that  these  facts  be 
taken  into  account  and  that  these  federations  are  not  dismantled.”  /.  O., 
30  January  1957,  p.  398. 

31.  /.  O.,  29  January  1959,  pp.  372  f.  “Tire  one  and  indivisible  Republic, 
in  the  sense  of  a  unified  and  centralized  State — it  is  with  this  that  I  shall 
end — was  in  the  nineteenth  century  a  national  need:  It  was  the  force  of 
France  and  the  volunteers  were  right  to  go  to  battle  at  Valmy  crying:  long 
live  the  nation! 

“But  today  we  are  in  1957,  in  the  twentieth  century,  at  a  time  when  the 
strongest  states  and  empires  have  a  federal  structure:  USA,  USSR,  India, 
Canada,  Brazil,  Western  Germany,  Yugoslavia,  and  closer  at  hand,  England, 
which  will  give  independence  to  the  Gold  Coast  in  the  heart  of  the  Common¬ 
wealth,  which  has  ceased  to  be  British. 

“To  federate  frightens  some  members  of  the  Assembly.  But,  my  dear 
colleagues,  to  federate  is  not  to  separate.  To  federate,  in  the  etymological 
sense  of  the  word,  is  to  tie,  but  without  suffocating,  as  is  too  often  forgotten. 

“To  cling  to  the  myth  of  the  ‘one  and  indivisible  Republic’,  for  it  is  a 
myth,  otherwise  there  would  be  three  hundred  black  and  Arab  Berber 
deputies  in  this  Assembly  (very  good!  very  good,  from  the  centre),  to 
cling  to  this  myth  is,  I  fear,  to  work  towards  the  degradation  of  France.  It  is  to 
practise  the  most  sterile  immobilism. 

“I  tell  you  that  France  is  a  living  tree:  it  is  not  dead  wood  destined  for 
the  axe.  "VVTien  you  have  dismembered  the  federations  of  Black  Africa,  you  may 
well  fear  that  the  territories  will  turn,  some  towards  Lagos,  others  towards 
Accra.  .  .  . 

“M.  Sourou-Migan  Apithy,  reporter:  But  no! 

“M.  Leopold  S6dar  Senghor;  My  dear  colleague,  I  am  listening.  .  .  .  Take 
care,  I  say,  lest  if  you  Balkanize  the  federations  of  Black  Africa,  the  territories 
do  not  turn,  some  towards  Lagos,  others  towards  Accra,  others  towards 
Rabat. 

“Dakar  and  Brazzaville,  admit  it,  are  after  all  more  French,  since  it  is  France 
you  are  worried  about.  When  the  children  have  grown  up,  at  least  in  Black 
Africa,  they  leave  their  parents’  house  and  build  a  house,  their  own  house 
beside  it,  but  in  the  same  square. 

“The  square  of  France,  believe  me,  we  do  not  want  to  leave  it.  We  have 
grown  up  there  and  it  is  good  to  live  there.  We  simply  want,  M.  Minister, 
my  dear  colleagues,  to  build  our  own  houses  there,  which  will  at  the  same 
time  extend  and  fortify  the  family  square,  or  rather  the  hexagon  of  France.” 
(Applause  on  several  benches  at  the  centre.) 

32.  In  an  interview  Senghor  said:  “We  believe  that  to  extol  the  autonomy 
of  the  territories  is  not  to  want  this  autonomy.  In  effect,  the  ‘Europeans’ 
believe  that  forty-three  million  Frenchmen  cannot  resolve  the  great  political 
and  economic  problems  that  have  arisen  in  1957.  How  could  three  million 
Sudanese  or  simply  six  hundred  thousand  Mauritanians  do  so?  In  the  frame¬ 
work  of  a  federal  French  Republic,  an  AOF  of  twenty  million  inhabitants 
along  with  the  metropolis  can  constitute  a  balanced  whole  and  its  personality 
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can  flourish.  An  Ivory  Coast  or  a  Senegal  of  two  million  inhabitants  cannot 
do  so.  This  is  why  we  consider  that  the  Loi  Cadre  is  a  regression  in  as  far 
as  it  Balkanizes  the  federations  of  Black  Africa.  Yet  this  Loi  Cadre  can  be 
an  instrument  of  emancipation  if  the  Africans  wish  it.”  Le  Monde,  2  February 
1957.  Cf.  also  Andr6  Blanchet,  “L’itin^raire  de  partis  Africains  depuis 
Bamako”,  Tribune  litre  (1958),  No.  31,  p.  86.  “A  certain  equilibrium  must 
reign  in  the  federal  French  Republic;  however,  in  face  of  a  metropolis  of 
forty-four  million  men,  an  AOF  of  twenty  million  and  an  Algeria  of  ten 
million  inhabitants,  it  is  still  too  weak.”  Also  the  conversation  between  Senghor 
and  Teitgen,  "Ce  que  veulent  les  Africains”,  France-Forum,  December  1957, 
pp.  16  f. 

33.  /.  O.,  p.  371.  Also  Diawadou  Barry  (deputy  from  Guinea),  who  spoke 
of  the  “useless  general  governments  and  their  organs  of  reinforcement,  i.e. 
the  grand  conseils.  The  first  should  long  since  have  disappeared,  have  been 
no  more  than  simple  organs  of  co-ordination”.  /.  O.,  20  March  1956,  p.  1071. 
Barry  thus  anticipated  the  concept  of  co-ordination! 

34.  More  details  in  Blanchet,  “L’itin6raire”,  pp.  82  ff. 

35.  The  well-informed  Africanus  reported:  “Everything,  or  almost  every¬ 
thing,  urged  this:  the  territorial  assemblies  who  act  as  interpreters  of  all  the 
ancestral  or  recent  particularities;  the  politicians,  the  governors  and  the  heads 
of  local  services,  impelled  by  the  desire  for  action  and  responsibilities  or  by 
the  simply  vanity  of  being  ‘the  first  in  the  province  rather  than  second  in 
Rome’;  the  representatives  of  private  interests  who  believed,  not  without 
reasons,  that  this  more  easily  assured  them  of  a  power  closer  to  them  and 
more  easy  to  implement;  finally,  the  minister  of  overseas  France,  who,  feeling 
his  existence  threatened,  sought  consolation  in  the  multiplication  of  his 
children  .  .  .”,  p.  76. 

36.  Blanchet,  pp.  95  f. 

37.  P.  85. 

38.  /.  O.,  20  March  1956,  p.  1075. 

39.  The  Right  applauded  the  comments  directed  against  Senghor,  J.  O., 
30  January  1957.  A  representative  of  the  right-viang  parties,  such  as  Roger 
Duchet,  described  Bamako’s  “federalism”  as  the  “most  certain  way  of  breaking 
up  the  French  Union  and  losing  France”,  Blanchet,  p.  131. 

40.  A  commission  of  the  Assemble  de  I’Union  frangaise  sharply  crit¬ 
icized  the  concept  of  federation  late  in  1956:  neither  historical,  ethnic  nor 
economic  reasons  condoned  such  a  thing.  The  dangers  of  Balkanization  were 
dismissed,  since  the  institutions  of  the  Republic  “together  guarantee  the 
territories  the  exercise  of  their  own  affairs  and  their  participation  in  the  life 
of  a  great  power”,  quoted  in  Colin  Newbury,  “The  Government  General  and 
Political  Change  in  French  West  Africa”,  African  Affairs,  No.  1;  St.  Antony’s 
Papers,  No.  10,  ed.  K.  Kirkwood  (1961),  p.  56. 

41.  Ansprenger,  p.  249.  The  only  critics  were  the  radical  student  organiza¬ 
tions  (FEANF),  which  dismissed  the  Loi  Cadre  as  “a  decoy”,  Blanchet, 
p.  120. 

42.  Senghor,  however,  commented  that  the  radio  had  been  declared  a 
“state  service”;  the  argument  about  state  monopoly  was  not  watertight,  he 
said,  and  France  wanted  to  reserve  itself  an  instrument  of  propaganda;  31 
January  1957.  The  University  of  Dakar  had  been  built  only  for  reasons  of 
prestige.  “We  should  prefer  our  students  to  be  sent  to  France,  to  French 
universities.”  [I]  January  1957,  /.  O.,  p.  445. 

43.  For  instance  Ren6  Malbrant,  a  white  deputy  from  Tchad,  attacked 
the  idea  of  a  single  college;  the  capital  investments  were  threatened;  for- 
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tunately  no  one  yet  was  speaking  of  giving  up  parity  representation  in  Algeria 
too.  /.  O.,  20  March  1956,  p.  1080.  Another  reference  to  Algeria  on  30 
January  1957.  -^ndr^  Roger  Sanglier  (French  colonial  from  Madagascar)  also 
attacked  the  single  college:  how  did  the  government  think  it  would  protect 
itself  against  subversive  propaganda?  Was  it  ready  for  such  a  thing,  or  was 
it  considering  hara-kiri? 

44.  Senghor,  “Pour  une  communaut6  franco-africaine”,  in  Cahiers  de  la 
Republique  (1957),  p.  7. 

45.  Text  of  the  resolution  in  appendix  to  Blanchet,  p.  187.  A  similar 
statement  by  Lisette,  vice-president  of  the  RDA,  “Apr^s  Bamako”,  in  Cahiers 
de  la  Republique  (1957),  No.  10,  p.  33. 

46.  In  the  aforementioned  conversation  between  Senghor  and  Teitgen, 
“Ce  que  veulent  les  Africains”,  France-Fonim,  December  1957.  The  metrop¬ 
olis  should  not  accept  genuine  federalism  on  the  model  of  the  U.S.  or 
Switzerland  as  long  as  it  bore  the  financial  burden  not  only  of  the  whole  but 
also  of  their  territories. 

47.  f.  O.;  30  January  1957,  p.  408. 

48.  P.  270. 

49.  P.  Lampu6,  “Pour  une  r^forme  de  I’Union  frangaise”,  in  Cahiers  de  la 
Rdpublique  (1957),  p.  7. 

50.  Blanchet,  p.  126. 

51.  “La  peur  des  mots”,  he  Monde,  6  February  1937. 

32.  E.g.  Senator  L6on  Hamon  (MRP),  “Sur  le  pont  d’Abidjan”  in  Revue 
politique  et  parlementaire  (1938),  p.  224.  One  should  create  a  clear-cut 
situation  and  let  the  former  vice-president  take  over  as  head  of  the  territorial 
government;  moreover,  a  “federal  orientation”  was  necessary,  for  otherwise 
“we  would  let  the  mystiques  [!]  turn  elsewhere — towards  independence  and 
the  example  of  Ghana:  the  incapacity  of  the  French  Parliament  to  implement 
this  reform  of  Title  VIII  of  which  it  has  spoken  for  years  can,  moreover,  only 
have  a  deplorable  result”,  p.  329.  Ibid.,  “La  mise  en  place  des  pouvoirs  poli- 
tiques  en  Afrique  noire”  in  Cahiers  de  la  Republique  (1937),  p.  7.  Also, 
Maurice  H.  Lenormand,  “La  loi  cadre  et  la  r6forme  constitutionelle  vues  ^ 
travers  quelques  structures  fdd^rales  contemporaines”.  Revue  politique  et 
parlementaire  (1937),  No.  223. 

33.  E.g.  Teitgen  refers  to  this  in  France-Forum,  p.  20. 

34.  E.g.  Georges  Ghaffard  in  Le  Monde,  30  January  1937.  He  rejected 
Senghor  and  Houphouet-Boigny’s  theses  and  postulated  open  recognition  of 
the  “right  to  independence”;  only  then  could  one  prepare  “on  the  basis  of 
equality  ...  a  final  solution  of  a  very  broad  confederal  nature”.  Also  the 
aforementioned  book  by  Africanus.  The  well-informed  writer  analysed  French 
difficulty  in  deciding  what  to  do  about  the  independence  of  the  African 
territories:  “Two  mistakes  mislead  a  good  part  of  French  opinion  here.  The 
first  is  to  confuse  independence  and  secession;  the  second  is  to  believe  that 
it  is  possible  to  stop  and  to  delay  for  a  long  time,  by  legal  artifice,  what 
our  own  principles  and  the  nature  of  things  command  us  not  only  to  accept 
but  also  to  pursue  with  intelligence  and  decision  to  the  end”,  p.  37.  This 
barrier  must  be  overcome  before  anything  new  could  be  created  which  did  not 
rely  fundamentally  on  technical  aid  and  mutual  interest.  The  Loi  Cadre 
had  been  a  frightened  concession  and  it  would  have  been  better  to  start 
with  the  status  of  Togoland.  A  loose  federation  could  still  be  formed.  “Seen 
in  this  way,  the  political  independence  of  the  overseas  territories  is  in  no 
way  opposed  to  the  constitution  of  a  vast  French  world,  organized  as  a  living 
association  of  different  peoples  all  enjoying  self-determination  and  tied  one 
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with  the  other  less  by  the  constricting  force  of  laws  or  treaties  than  by  the 
clear  conscience  of  the  advantages  of  their  community”,  p.  61. 

55.  “Probl^mes  constitutionnels”,  in  Cahiers  de  la  Republique  (1957), 
No.  10,  p.  39. 

56.  Besides  the  abovementioned  Africanus  and  Chaffard,  cf.  also  Blanchet, 
pp.  138,  156.  Ibid.,  “Commonwealth  et  Union  frangaise”,  Marches  tropicaux 
(new  title  of  Marches  coloniaux),  31  August  1957.  R.  de  Lacharri^re,  “Re¬ 
vision  constitutionnelle  et  f^d^rale.  Theories  et  illusions”,  Le  Monde,  25 
October  1957. 

57.  Blanchet,  p.  141.  The  Senegalese  d’Arboussier,  president  of  the  Grand 
Conseil  of  the  AOF,  referred  back  to  Mitterand’s  “round  table”;  a  federal 
state  of  the  Franco-African  Community  could  come  into  being  “on  a  parity 
level”,  Le  Monde,  12  April  1958. 

58.  Quoted  in  Blanchet,  p.  139.  In  the  same  sense  a  leader  in  Marches 
tropicaux:  “Vers  une  Communaut^  franco-africaine,”  16  November  1957. 

59.  In  the  issues  of  11  August;  18  August  and  1  September. 

60.  3rd  ed.  (1958),  p.  53. 

61.  This  is  asserted  by  the  well-informed  Blanchet,  L’itineraire  des  partis 
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30.  Le  Monde,  1  October  1958;  similarly,  “Vers  l’ind6pendance  dans 
I’amiti^”,  in  Cahiers  de  la  Republique  (1958),  No.  16,  pp.  52  f.,  and 
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Communaut6”,  Marches  tropicaux,  23  May  1959.  Dia  on  7  July  1959. 

31.  Passeron,  p.  465. 

32.  Walter  Schiitze,  “Bilanz  and  Perspektiven  der  franfosischafrikanischen 
Gemeinschaft”,  Europa-Archiv  (i960),  No.  5,  p.  163. 

33.  Passeron,  p.  469. 

34.  N6ra’s  attempt  to  bring  this  independence  movement  into  accord  with 
the  Community  and  to  interpret  it  so  that  it  fitted  into  the  text  of  the 
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FROM  ALGfiRIE  FRANCAISE  TO  THE 
REPUBLIQUE  ALGERIENNE 
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4.  Miinchhausen,  pp.  97-100. 
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16.  “L’Alg^rie  n’est  pas  la  France”,  Temps  modernes,  November  1955, 
P-  577- 

17.  Le  Monde,  6  November  1954. 

18.  /.  O.,  Assemblee  Nationale,  p.  4961. 
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1954,  quoted  in  Claude  Extier,  La  Gauche  hebdomadaire,  1914-1962 
(Kiosque  series)  (1962),  p.  209. 

20.  Miinchhausen,  pp.  149  f. 

21.  Quoted  in  La  Gauche  hebdomadaire,  p.  210. 
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inhabitants  without  discrimination  the  rights  and  duties,  the  opportunities 
and  obligations  which  go  with  being  French  citizens”,  Keesing’s  Contemporary 
Archives,  1  October  1955. 

25.  Aimee  et  souffrante  Algerie,  pp.  36,  93  f.,  108  f.,  246. 
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d’ action,  Algerie,  Expose  de  PFM,  3-6  November  1955. 

27.  Cahiers  de  la  Republique  (1956),  p.  1. 

28.  Sauver  V Algerie  frangaise.  Le  dossier  du  parti  radical  1955-1957,  pub¬ 
lished  by  the  party,  pp.  24  f. 

29.  Report  in  Le  Populaire,  1  July  1957.  The  secretary  of  the  railways 
union  (CGT-FO)  answered  an  Algerian  unionist  that  it  was  wrong  to  “pretend 
that  Algeria’s  struggle  for  national  independenee  is  intimately  tied  to  the 
liberation  of  the  Algerian  people”.  The  French  workers  would  stand  by 
Algeria’s  side  when  they  “became  aware  that  in  giving  independence  to 
Algeria,  the  Algerian  people  would  enjoy  a  better  life.  .  .  .  But  the  desire 
that  the  French  workers  feel  is  not  to  see  the  Algerian  worker  free  himself 
from  certain  masters  only  to  fall  under  the  yoke  of  native  feudalism”  (1956), 
quoted  in  Georges  Fischer,  “Syndicats  et  decolonisation”.  Presence  africaine, 
October  i960,  p.  32. 

30.  Quoted  in  Miinchhausen,  p.  241. 

31.  Daniel  Ligou,  Histoire  du  Socialisme  en  France  1871-1961  (1962), 
pp.  616  ff. 

32.  Jean  Ries,  secretary  of  the  federation  of  Tunisia,  uses  almost  all  the 
arguments  of  the  colonial  Right  in  his  1957  essay  “L’Heure  de  la  lucidite  I, 
Perspectives  socialistes  en  Afrique  du  Nord  11”!  In  1958,  several  writers 
contradicted  this,  cf.  Ries  again  (1958). 

33.  E.g.  Defferre:  “He  proposes  negotiation  accompanied  by  a  change  in 
methods  and  even  objectives.  The  former  must  be  an  elaboration  of  a 
statute  of  very  broad  autonomy  instituting  an  Algerian  government  and 
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parliament.  .  .  .  Everyone,  in  principle,  is  against  surrender.  .  .  .  The  true 
policy  of  French  presence  is  that  which  allows  one,  thanks  to  reforms  insti¬ 
tuted  in  time,  to  restore  fraternity  between  the  natives  and  the  Europeans.  .  .  . 
The  independence  of  Algeria  does  not  correspond  to  the  particular  cir¬ 
cumstances  in  this  country.  Nor  does  it  comply  with  the  true  interest  of 
the  inhabitants.”  Report  on  the  party  congress  in  Le  Populaire,  29  June 

1957- 

34.  “Au  sud  rien  de  nouveau”,  Le  Monde,  11  and  14  May  1957.  “The 
emancipation  of  the  peoples  who  could  not  be  adequately  assimilated  is 
part  of  a  definite  line  of  history  and  simply  follows  the  process  of  liberation 
at  the  head  of  which  we  placed  ourselves  in  1789.”  The  slogan  “to  lose 
Africa”  represented  a  Malthusian  attitude,  and  did  not  comply  with  the 
idea  of  a  France  that  renewed  itself.  “One  form  of  dominating  the  peoples 
is  dead,  as  much  for  economic  as  for  political  reasons.  The  revolt  of  certain 
countries  is  no  more  than  the  result  of  our  delay  in  understanding  a  new 
situation”. 


35.  P.  32. 

36.  P.  72. 

37.  Oppermann,  pp.  123  f.  Miinchhausen,  p.  328. 

38.  Report  in  Le  Monde  on  20  March  1958.  After  the  opportunity 
for  full  integration  had  been  missed  and  Morocco  and  Tunisia  were  already 
independent,  it  was  a  delusion  to  contemplate  anything  but  the  future 
independence  of  Algeria.  Either  France  would  grant  this  independence 
through  negotiation  or  Algeria  would  gain  it  by  force  and  without  France. 
...  As  a  basis  for  negotiation  one  must  therefore  accept  the  right  to 
independence  and  also  the  recognition  of  the  NLF  as  an  important  spokes¬ 
man  for  the  Muslims.  On  this  basis  even  the  nationalists  would  agree 
to  guarantee  the  rights  and  interests  and  above  all  the  fair  treatment  of 
the  settlers.  The  document  is  signed  by  several  professors  from  the  College 
de  France  and  the  Sorbonne. 

39.  Tribune  litre,  6  August  1957.  Then  again  Aron,  with  “L'Alg6rie  et 
la  R6publique”,  Tribune  litre.  No.  33,  July  1958. 

40.  P.  45. 

41.  Pp.  68  f. 

42.  Besides  Miinchhausen,  Thomas  Oppermann,  “Die  Endphase  des 
Algerienkonfliktes  1929-1962”,  Zeitschrift  fur  ausldndisches  dffentliches  Recht 
und  Volkerrecht,  XXIII,  (1963),  1.  Louis  Terrenoire,  De  Gaulle  et  VAlgerie 
(1964).  Robert  Buron,  Carnets  politiques  de  la  guerre  d’Algerie  (1965). 

43.  Andr6  Passeron,  De  Gaulle  parle  (1962),  pp.  150  f. 

44.  6  June,  Passeron,  p.  154. 

45.  29  August,  Passeron,  pp.  164  f. 

46.  P.  167;  80  percent  of  the  registered  voters  voted,  of  whom  90  percent 
voted  yes. 

47.  He  used  “long  live  French  Algeria”  exceptionally,  Passeron,  p.  136. 

48.  As  early  as  the  first  speech  on  4  June:  “a  fight  which  I  myself 
acknowledge  to  be  courageous”,  p.  152. 

49.  Passeron,  p.  173. 

50.  P.  175. 

51.  “I  believe  that  future  solutions  will  be  based  on  the  courageous 
personality  of  Algeria  and  its  close  association  with  the  French  metropolis.” 
Passeron,  p.  176. 

52.  December  1958,  p.  180. 

53.  Several  quotations  in  Alain  Savary,  “Nationalisme  alg6rien  et  grandeur 
franfaise”.  Tribune  libre,  January  i960.  No.  54,  pp.  137  f. 
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54.  Passeron,  pp.  201  f. 

55.  P.  194. 

56.  For  the  first  time  in  September  i960,  Passeron,  p.  266. 

57.  Press  conference  on  11  April  1961,  Passeron,  p.  287. 

58.  ‘"niey  will  determine  an  Algerian  destiny  which  will  be  united  with 

the  destiny  of  France.  This  is  indeed  useful  to  France,  but  it  is  necessary 
to  Algeria.  France  is  prepared  to  give  fraternal  aid.”  July  i960,  Passeron, 
p.  243.  Cf.  also  the  speech  before  the  officers  on  10  December  i960’ 
Terrenoire,  p.  209.  ^  ’ 

59.  Passeron,  pp.  250  f.  Again  on  11  April  1961:  “If  the  Algerian 
inhabitants  wish,  in  fact,  to  be  tempted  to  break  with  France,  to  the 
degree  that  we  should  no  longer  have  any  part  in  their  destiny,  we  would 
not  oppose  it.  Naturally  we  would  immediately  stop  investing  our  resources, 
our  men,  our  inoney,  in  an  enterprise  which  would  henceforth  be  hopeless’. 
We  would  advise  those  of  our  countrymen  who  were  there  to  leave  the 
territories  concerned  since  they  would  really  run  too  much  of  a  risk. 
Inversely  wfe  should  send  home  those  Algerians  who  live  in  France  and 
who  would  cease  to  be  French”,  p.  291. 

60.  Le  Monde,  9  September,  1957,  quoted  in  Oppermann,  Die  algerische 
Frage,  p.  123. 

61.  In  a  speech  to  officers  in  December  i960  de  Gaulle  said:  “Precisely 
because  of  the  rebellion,  the  inhabitants  of  this  Algeria  which  is  in  a 
very  ^eat  majority  Muslim,  because  this  rebellion,  and  everything  connected 
with  it,  is  taking  place  in  a  new  world,  in  a  world  which  does  not  at  all 
resemble  the  world  I  have  known  myself,  when  I  was  young.  There  is, 
as  you  well  know,  this  concept  of  liberation  which  extends  from  one 
end  of  the  world  to  the  other,  which  has  spread  to  our  Black  Africa, 
which  has  spread  over  all  that  was  formerly  empire,  without  exception, 
and  which  cannot  fail  to  have  considerable  consequences  here.”  Passeron, 
p.  273. 


III.  TOWARDS  A  COMPARISON 


THE  DECOLONIZATION  OF  AN  ANTI-COLONIAL  POWER: 

THE  UNITED  STATES  IN  THE  PHILIPPINES 

1.  We  only  point  out  the  most  recent  general  surveys:  Card  A.  Grunder 
and  William  E.  Livezey,  The  Philippines  and  the  United  States  (1951). 
Georges  Fischer,  Un  cos  de  decolonisation,  les  Mats-Unis  et  les  Philippines 
(i960).  Whitney  T.  Perkins,  Denial  of  Empire.  The  U.S.  and  Its  Depend¬ 
encies  (1962). 

2.  Perkins,  p.  198.  It  is  also  worth  noting  that  they  did  not  want  to 
exercise  their  imperial  rule  by  non-colonial  methods.  Thus  the  first  Philip¬ 
pines  commission  under  Schurman  praised  the  British  concept  of  the  Crown 
Colony,  but  then  referred  to  the  American  territorial  system  as  “non-colonial”, 
without  making  the  differences  clear. 

3.  Grunder  and  Livezey,  p.  63. 

4.  Grunder  and  Livezey,  p.  85. 
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a  vast,  rich  and  fertile  terrain,  ports  in  one  of  the  most  beautiful  anchor¬ 
ages  in  the  world  .  .  .  that  it  is  the  flesh  of  our  flesh  and  that  hence¬ 
forth,  whatever  one  did,  it  would  be  impossible  for  Belgium  to  live  without 
its  great  equatorial  possession.”  Jacques  Crokaert  (secretary  of  the  Congr^s 
Colonial  Beige),  “Le  d^veloppement  6conomique  du  Congo  beige  pendant  la 
guerre”,  in  Colonisations  comparees  (1926),  p.  207. 

3.  Merriam,  p.  37. 

4.  Naturally  the  British  were  and  are  proud  that  they  refused  the 
applications  for  concessions  and  thus  justified  their  trusteeship. 

5.  Hailey,  Survey  (1956),  p.  45. 

6.  Buell,  Native  Policy,  II,  534.  The  official  reports  admit  the  abuses: 
it  was  necessary  to  “repeople  the  menaced  communities”.  “Inadmissible 
waste  .  .  .  abuses  exist  in  the  employment  of  non-adults  .  .  .  dreadful 
mortality”.  Chiefs  were  paid  for  their  help  in  recruiting,  which  led  to 
abuses.  Documentation  colonial  comparee  (1929),  No.  1,  pp.  15,  19,  45. 
During  the  crisis  the  unemployed  were  sent  home,  “an  arrogant  attitude. 
They  were  immediately  subjected  to  close  surveillance”,  1932  report.  Docu¬ 
mentation  coloniale  (1933),  No.  1,  p.  14.  For  criticism  of  the  outdated 
methods  with  their  wear  and  tear  on  labour  forces,  cf.  also  Governor 
General  Ryckmans,  Documentation  coloniale  (1936),  No.  1,  p.  15. 

7.  E.g.  W.  M.  Macmillan,  Africa  Emergent,  p.  174.  Basil  Davidson, 
op.  cit.;  ibid.,  “Enlightened  Colonialism:  the  Belgian  Congo”,  The  Reporter, 
27  January  1955;  John  Gunther,  Inside  Africa  (1953),  p.  672. 

8.  Brausch,  p.  7. 

9.  Leopoldville  had  40,000  inhabitants  in  1939,  100,000  in  1945,  300,000 
in  1955,  and  400,000  in  i960. 

10.  Cf.  for  example  the  report  by  a  Dutch  journalist  in  African  Affairs 

(1949-1950),  p.  120.  . 

11.  A  good  general  picture  m  Brausch,  p.  19.  The  decisive  measures  were 
not  taken  until  between  January  and  August  1959. 

12.  Brausch,  p.  10. 

13.  Merriam,  p.  44. 

14.  Henri  Depage,  Contribution  d  V elaboration  d'une  doctrine  visant  d 
la  promotion  des  indigenes  du  Congo  beige,  ed.  Acaddmie  Royale  des  Sciences 
Coloniales,  N.S.V.,  II  (1955),  19. 

15.  E.g.  Francis  Moheim,  “Le  probl^me  des  cadres  au  Congo”,  La  Revue 
generale  beige,  April  i960. 

16.  Marzorati  on  the  development  of  the  constitution  in  U evolution 
politique  du  Congo  beige  (1952),  p.  19. 

17.  Brausch,  p.  30. 

18.  Buell,  II,  482;  Hailey,  Survey  (1956),  p.  222. 

19.  “Quelques  aspects  de  notre  politique  indigene  au  Congo”,  in  Etudes 
de  Colonisation  comparee,  I  (1924),  94  f. 

20.  Brausch,  pp.  52  f. 

21.  In  1952  Governor-General  Petillon  said  in  the  government  council: 
“Our  old  conception  of  indirect  administration  .  .  .  timid  and  mitigated  as 
it  was  at  the  beginning,  has  not  ceased  weakening.  Under  the  pressure  of 
economic  circumstance  and  the  state  of  war,  with  the  praiseworthy  desire 
to  proceed  faster  and  better,  we  have  tried  to  undertake  everything  and  to 
lead  the  Congolese  masses,  for  good  or  evil,  to  a  happiness  conforming  to 
our  concepts.”  Quoted  in  Hailey,  p.  223.  “We  have  asked  everything  of  the 
native  chiefs  without  giving  them  the  means,  and  we  have  taken  away 
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their  prestige  and  authority  by  putting  edueated  clerks  before  the  illiterate 
chiefs.  .  .  .  The  annual  reports  in  1949  ^95^  underlined  that  a 

large  number  of  the  chiefs  could  no  longer  cope  with  their  duties — “we 
have  lost  30  years”.  G.  Moulaert,  “Notre  politique  indigene”,  in  the  con¬ 
servative  colonial  Revue  coloniale  beige,  i  February  1954,  pp.  81  f. 

22.  Op.  cit.,  p.  85,  “to  develop  an  African  civilization  in  the  Congo”,  p. 
129. 

23.  In  a  handbook  for  the  administration  he,  Louis  Franck,  had  asked: 

What  are  we  doing  in  the  Congo?  And  I  replied:  ‘We  are  following  a  dual 

aim:  to  spread  civilization  and  to  develop  the  markets  and  the  economic 
affairs  of  Belgium’.”  Op.  cit.,  p.  87. 

24.  Quoted  in  Georges  Hardy,  La  politique  coloniale  et  le  partage  de  la 
terre  aux  XJXe  et  XXe  si^cles  (1937),  p.  347. 

25.  P.  223. 

26.  “A  propos  des  budgets  coloniaux”  (1956),  reprinted  in  Vers  Vindepend- 
ance  du  Congo  et  du  Ruanda-Urundi  (1958),  pp.  63  f. 

^7/  the  colony,  the  white  is  the  strong  one  and  the  black  the  weak 
one’.  La  politique  coloniale  (1934),  p.  17. 

28.  Similarly  Alfred  Moeller,  “La  politique  indigene  de  la  Belgique  au 
Congo”,  Journal  of  the  Royal  African  Society,  July  1936. 

29.  E.g.  Van  der  Kerken,  La  politique  coloniale  beige  (1943),  is  confined 
to  criticism  of  the  administrative  structure,  economic  and  financial  policy. 
Also  yan  der  Linder,  L’evolution  du  Congo  beige  {igj^o-ig.i^j)  (Academic 
des  sciences  coloniales,  1948). 

30.  Brausch,  p.  66. 

31.  R.  Brasseur,  “Situation  des  Indigenes”,  La  Revue  coloniale  beige, 
15  December  1949,  p.  742. 

32.  Robert  Godding,  “Developments  in  the  Administration  of  the  Belgian 
Congo”,  in  Colonial  Administration  by  European  Powers  (RIIA,  1947) :  “The 
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ment  of  native  conditions  of  life”,  p.  47.  Broad  outlines  of  economic  and 
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of  the  State  is  to  make  and  guarantee  the  happiness  of  man  and  that  the 
prosperity  of  a  country  is  the  prosperity  of  its  inhabitants,  and  that  Belgium 
will  have  succeeded  in  its  colonial  work  when  the  natives  live  happily  under 
our  flag.”  Quoted  in  Principles  and  Methods  of  Colonial  Administration, 
Colston  Papers  (1950),  p.  49.  Brausch,  p.  64,  referred  to  a  Senate  commission 
in  1947  which  reported  in  detail  on  economic,  social  and  cultural  questions, 
but  scarcely  touched  on  political  questions.  Similarly,  Pierre  Wigny,  Que 
ferons-nous  au  Congo?  Soci6t6  beige  d’Etudes  et  d’Expansion,  December 
1947. 

33.  Revised  edition  of  Dominer  est  Servir  (1948),  p.  74. 

34.  Several  publications  and  essays:  “L’6volution  politique  du  Congo  beige”, 
Etudes  coloniales,  Fasc.  1.  Institut  de  Sociologie  Solvay.  Compte  rendu  des 
Journees  Interuniversitaires  d’Etudes  Coloniales,  29-30  December  1952  (var¬ 
ious  representative  writers).  Antoine  Rubbens,  “L’apprentissage  de  la 
democratic  au  Congo  beige”.  Revue  politique,  December  1953.  G.  Mar- 
zorati  (governor  of  Ruanda-Urundi,  1926),  “The  Political  Organization  and 
the  Evolution  of  African  Society  in  the  Belgian  Congo”,  African  Affairs, 
LIII,  (1954).  Pierre  Ryckmans,  “Belgian  Colonialism”,  Foreign  Affairs,  Octo¬ 
ber  1955. 
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Pierre  Wigny,  “L’avenir  politique  du  Congo”,  Revue  gendrale  beige, 
June  1951.  “Methods  of  Government  in  the  Belgian  Con^o”,  African 
Affairs,  L  (1951).  “Le  destin  politique  du  Congo  beige”,  Revue  generale  beige, 
15  March  1955. 

35.  Used  on  several  occasions,  e.g.  by  Guy  Malengreau  (Lyons  University), 

in  Africa  To-day,  ed.  Haines,  pp.  337,  354.  .  .  „  . 

36.  Malengreau,  “La  participation  des  indigenes  ^  la  vie  politique  ,  in 
L’evolution  .  .  .  ,  p.  27.  “I  doubt  very  much  whether  we  have  any  principles.” 
Wigny,  Methods,  p.  310.  “Le  probl^me  est  a  peine  aborde”,  Wigny,  Le 
destin,  p.  747. 

37.  The  cheff cries  were  greatly  in  need  of  reform,  but  “the  doors  of  the 
Conseils  superieurs  of  the  colony  are  being  opened  wide  [!]  ,  Pierre  Des- 
champs,  “L’6ducation  d^mocratique  d’un  peuple”.  Revue  generale  beige, 
15  March  1955,  p.  785. 

38.  E.g.  Marzorati,  The  Political  Organization  .  .  .  ,  p.  m. 

39.  As  of  1  January  1957  the  Revue  coloniale  beige  was  renamed  Belgique 
d'Outre-Mer.  Photographs  of  well-dressed  Congolese  and  meetings  between 
white  and  black  were  deliberately  used. 

40.  On  17  June  at  the  opening  of  the  Conseil  de  Gouvemement,  Petillon 
said:  “This  Belgo-Congolese  community  .  .  .  eve^one  hopes  for  it  today. 
...  It  is  not  only  a  question  of  assimilating  into  our  institutions  and 
our  life  an  increasing  number  of  elite  individuals  ...  we  must  offer,  by 
organizing  things  in  such  a  way  that  they  will  accept  it  with  enthusiasm,  the 
possibility  of  association.”  Reyue  coloniale  beige,  July  1955,  p.  528.  And 
again:  “we  must,  every  day  and  with  care,  continue  to  fashion  the  fra¬ 
ternal  community  we  want,  a  community  of  Belgians  of  Africa  and  Belgians 
of  the  Empire  .  .  .  this  would  imply  great  psychological  transformations 
.  .  .  the  old  and  fertile  paternalism  will  no  longer  be  suitable”.  Quoted  in 
Revue  coloniale  beige,  1  September  1956,  p.  656.  Marzorati:  “to  prepare 
for  a  Belgian  Union”,  of  ^o  communities  with  internal  autonomy  and 
beyond  this,  a  Union  with  its  own  institutions,  L’evolution  .  .  .  ,  p.  14- 

41.  Quoted  in  Van  Bilsen,  Vers  V independance  (1958),  p.  275. 

42.  “There  will  come  a  day  [!]  when  the  blacks  of  Africa  vote”.  Revue 
generale  beige  (1955),  p.  760.  “Are  the  younger  generations  mature  enough  to 
sit  in  the  deliberative  assemblies  as  of  now?  ...  We  must  know  how  to 
take  our  time.”  Belgique  d’Outre-Mer,  April  1957,  P-  Georges  Hostelet, 
in  L’oeuvre  civilisatrice  de  la  Belgique  au  Congo  de  1885-1953  (1954),  is 
very  restrained  in  the  question  of  political  reforms  and  made  only  vague 
demands  for  a  few  councils,  particularly  on  the  local  level;  pp.  369  f. 

43.  Congo.  Positions  socialistes  (i88^-ig6o)  (1961).  Parti  socialiste  beige. 
Congr^s  extraordinaire,  30  June-i  July  1956.  Programme  pour  le  Congo  et  le 
Ruanda-Urundi. 

44.  Belgian  “Colonialism” ,  p.  101. 

45.  It  was  evidently  the  intentional  policy  of  the  Revue  coloniale  beige 
to  report  as  little  as  possible  on  the  rest  of  Africa.  So  for  example  in  1956- 
1957  it  reported  only  on  the  content  of  the  Loi  Cadre  and  said  little  on 
the  independence  celebrations  in  Ghana;  in  1958  it  did  not  report  on  de 
Gaulle’s  visit!  In  the  October  1956  issue  Harold  Ingrams  of  the  British 
Colonial  Office  sketched  constitutional  developments  in  the  British  territories; 
but  an  editorial  preface  completely  changed  the  sense  of  his  article  by  giving 
the  impression  that  Ingrams  was  only  speaking  of  areas  with  a  relatively  old 
culture,  i.e.  not  of  Africa. 

46.  G.  Mouaert,  “Une  politique  congolaise  nouvelle”.  Revue  coloniale  beige. 
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1  October  195^?  P-  74^'  made  the  usual  reference  to  the  failures  of  the 
British  groundnut  project  in  Tanganyika  and  the  French  Office  du  Niger. 
The  professor  at  the  colonial  institute  in  Brussels,  Maurice  Verstaete, 
thought  the  Loi  Cadre  was  ‘^extremely  bold  ...  it  suddenly  instals  a 
political  democracy”.  For  the  Congo  French  methods  were  “perhaps  perni¬ 
cious”.  “Nouvelle  orientation  de  la  politique  frangaise  d’Outre-Mer”,  in 
Probleme  d’Afrique  Centrale  (1956),  No.  32,  p.  84. 

47.  Quoted  in  Brausch,  introduction,  p.  2. 

4^3/‘Un  plan  de  trente  ans  pour  I’^mancipation  politique  de  I’Afrique 
beige”,  first  printed  in  Dossiers  de  I’Action  Sociale  Catholique.  We  are  using 
the  reprint  in  Vers  I’inddpendance  (1958),  pp.  163  f.  Of.  also  the  essay, 
“Des  bourses  pour  Africains”,  which  points  out  that  at  the  time  only  two 
dozen  Africans  from  the  Congo  and  Ruanda-Urundi  were  studying  in  Belgium, 
as  opposed  to  thirteen  hundred  from  French  West  Africa  in  France. 

49.  On  15  April  1956  it  gives  only  a  brief  summary  of  the  contents,  with¬ 
out  giving  an  opinion,  p.  265.  In  very  small  print  there  is  a  report  of  a 
meeting  in  Brussels  under  the  chairmanship  of  Wigny  at  which  Van  Bilsen 
expressed  his  views,  p.  273. 

50.  G.  Moulaert,  Une  politique  congolaise  nouvelle,  1  October  1956,  p. 
745.  This  article,  however,  referred  to  Van  Bilsen ’s  proposals  for  taking  over 
the  “expenses  of  sovereignty”. 

51.  Quoted  in  Revue  coloniale  beige,  November  1956,  pp.  863  f. 

52.  The  manifesto  printed  as  Document  I  in  the  collection  of  documents 
La  Crise  Congolaise,  1  January  1959-15  August  i960,  Chronique  de  politique 
6trangere  XIII,  July-November  i960,  pp.  439  f. 

53.  Cf.  Patrice  Lumumba,  Le  Congo,  terre  d’avenir,  est-il  menace? 
(1961).  (The  MS  was  completed  at  the  end  of  1956.)  He  makes  concrete 
proposals,  unlike  the  vague  comments  of  Belgian  writers.  Also  Lumumba’s 
letter  to  Brausch,  op.  cit.,  p.  78. 

54.  However,  on  17  December  1958,  two  weeks  before  the  riots  in 
Leopoldville,  Le  Soir  wrote:  “But  what  does  the  Mouvement  National 
Congolais  represent?  Nothing  and  nothing  again.  Only,  in  certain  urban 
centres  of  the  Congo  there  exist  a  few  handfuls  of  intellectual  evolues,  of 
clerks,  who  believe  they  have  something  to  say.  ...  Is  this  bad?  They  are 
serving  their  apprenticeship”.  Quoted  in  Belgique  d’Outre-Mer,  January 
1959,  p.  7. 

55.  Van  Bilsen,  L’independance  du  Congo  (1962)  (essays,  1958-1961), 
P-  4°- 

56.  The  declaration  continues:  “In  a  civilized  world,  independence  is  a 
status  that  unites  and  guarantees  liberty,  order,  progress.  It  can  only  conceive 
of  itself  in  terms  of  solid  and  well-balanced  institutions.  Well-tried  administra¬ 
tive  cadres,  a  social,  economic,  financial  organization  that  is  well  assured,  in 
the  hands  of  experienced  technicians,  an  intellectual  and  moral  formation 
of  the  people  without  which  a  democratic  r6gime  would  be  no  more  than 
derisive,  a  delusion  and  tyranny.  It  is  the  realization  of  these  basic  con¬ 
ditions  that  we  are  striving  for  and  to  which  we  intend  to  devote  ourselves 
•  .  .”,  La  crise  congolaise,  p.  453. 

57.  “Le  Rapport  du  Croupe  de  travail”,  Belgique  d’Outre-Mer,  February 
1959,  pp.  79  f.  Autonomy  is  mentioned  several  times,  but  on  the  other 
hand — as  with  General  de  Gaulle — there  was  also  talk  of  the  possibility  of 
later  choosing  between  independence  and  association.  A  “true  executive 
council”  is  foreseen  for  a  later  stage,  like  the  second  chamber,  which  is  not 
possible  “for  many  years”. 

58.  La  crise  congolaise,  pp.  454  f. 
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59.  Van  Bilsen  wanted  a  “solemn  engagement  and  timing”,  “La  Belg¬ 
ique  devant  le  probl^me  du  Congo”,  Revue  generale  beige,  February  i959» 
p.  83. 

60.  Cf.  the  point  of  view  of  Fedalcol  on  17  January  1959,  in  Congo  1959, 
Documents  beiges  et  africains  (i960),  pp.  26  f.  The  settlers  threatened 
resistance,  p.  29. 

61.  E.g.  “no  date  has  been  fixed  ...  the  term  independence  has  not  been 
determined”.  The  king  “puts  the  Congolese  on  their  guard  against  a  precipi¬ 
tancy  which  could  provoke  disorder,  poverty  and  tyranny.  ...  At  present  the 
Congo  has  neither  the  economic  structure  nor  the  industrial  and  equip¬ 
ment  or  public  resources,  or  social  cadres,  or  the  administrative  machinery 
essential  to  assure  independence,  even  in  the  sense  in  which  it  is  understood 
today.  .  .  .  There  is  nothing  in  the  country  so  far  which  would  contribute 
towards  autonomy  .  .  .”,  Daniel  Ryelandt,  “Souverainet6  et  ind6pendance”, 
Belgique  d’Outre-Mer,  February  1959,  pp.  75  f- 

62.  Quoted  in  Belgique  d’Outre-Mer,  April  1959,  p.  238. 

63.  “We  have  systematically  [!]  kept  away  from  political  problems  be¬ 
cause  we  were  certain  that  this  policy  .  .  .  would  be  more  inclined  to  be  a 
cause  of  disorder  than  a  factor  of  emancipation.”  Louis  Ameye,  “Le  temps 
de  la  conscience”,  Belgique  d’Outre-Mer,  February  1959.  “The  troubles  at 
Leo  have  awakened  Belgium,  which  was  too  sure  of  itself  and  of  the  excellence 
of  its  Congolese  policy.”  fitienne  de  la  Vall6e  Poussin,  “La  Belgique  en 
presence  de  ses  responsabilit6s”,  Belgique  d’Outre-Mer,  March  1959,  p.  145. 

64.  It  is  worth  noting  that  the  acting  governor  warned  in  August  against 
an  “untenable  position”  in  the  Lower  Congo  and  demanded  a  clear  stand 
on  the  question  and  a  shortening  of  the  time  limits;  Congo  1959,  p.  149. 

65.  Chronique  congolaise,  pp.  456  f.  Congo  1959,  pp.  168  f. 

66.  Text  of  the  talks  in  Georges  H.  Dumont,  La  Table  ronde  belgo- 
congolaise,  January-February  i960  (1961). 

67.  A  positive  view  of  the  Table  ronde,  in  Belgique  d’Outre-Mer,  March 
i960,  or  L.  Moyersaen,  vice-president  of  the  Chamber,  “La  Table  Ronde  et 
Tavenir  d’un  grand  fitat  independant  au  centre  de  I’Afrique”,  Revue  gen¬ 
erale  beige,  April  i960,  p.  8:  “a  well-considered  plan  .  .  .  the  crowning  of  a 
constructive  achievement”. 

68.  Davidson,  pp.  132  f.,  149  f. 

69.  One  could  quote  examples:  the  extension  of  university  education  and 
the  incipient  Africanization  of  the  cadres.  Conversion  of  indirect  rule  into 
modernized  local  administration.  Autonomy  but  not  yet  independence.  On  the 
African  side,  the  formation  of  national  parties  and  organizations. 


DOCTRINE  VS.  REALITY  OF  ASSIMILATION: 
PORTUGAL  IN  AFRICA 

1.  Because  of  our  lack  of  adequate  knowledge  of  the  language  we  have 
chiefly  relied  on  non-Portuguese  literature,  although  aware  that  most  of  this 
sharoly  attacks  Portugal:  James  DuflFy,  Portuguese  Africa  (1959)  (abbrev. 
Duffy  I);  ibid.,  Portugal  in  Africa  (1962)  (abbrev.  Duffy  II);  Thomas  Okuma, 
Angola  in  Ferment,  the  Background  and  Prospects  of  Angolan  Nationalism 
(1962);  Angola,  a  Symposium,  Views  of  Revolt  (1962).  A  pro-Portuguese 
study,  F.  C.  C.  Egerton,  Angola  in  Perspective  (1957).  Also,  Eduardo 
Mondlane,  “Mozambique”,  in  Africa  in  the  Modern  World,  ed.  Stillman 
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(1955).  Hermann  Jung,  “Schwarz  oder  Weiss  in  Angola?”,  in  Aussenpolitik, 
VIII  (1961). 

2.  Duffy  II,  pp.  134  f. 

3.  Duffy  I,  pp.  246  f. 

4.  Lead  article  in  O  mundo  portuguSs,  quoted  in  Duffy  I,  p.  276.  Cf. 
also  O  pensamento  do  Ministro  das  Colonics  Dr.  Armindo  Monteiro  (1934). 

5.  The  overseas  minister  Moreira  asserted  that  Portugal  had  never  used 
force  [I]  in  acquiring  its  overseas  territories,  except  to  defend  its  natural 
rights — which  he  sees  in  the  case  of  Vittoria  as  the  legitimate  claim  to  travel 
in  any  country,  to  reside  there  and  to  practise  one’s  trade!  Portugal’s  Stand 
in  Africa  (1962),  p.  156. 

6.  This  is  stressed  by  Armindo  Monteiro  (then  ambassador  in  London), 
“Portugal  in  Africa”,  Royal  African  Society  Journal,  XXXVIII  (1939),  265  f. 

7.  Dr.  Vasco  Vieira  Garin,  Portuguese  representative  at  the  U.N.,  in 
January  1961,  quoted  in  Okuma,  p.  108. 

8.  This  is  confirmed  by  Egerton,  p.  253.  The  certificate  cost  the  applicant 
a  considerable  sum.  Duffy  II,  p.  165.  The  1954  decree  seems  to  have 
restricted  rather  than  extended  the  qualification:  Hailey,  Survey,  p.  233. 

9.  Salazar  in  parliament  on  30  November  i960,  in  Portugal  (i960),  p.  359. 

10.  Lecture  in  Coimbra,  18  March  i960,  English  translation  in  African 
Affairs  LIX  (i960).  Reprinted  under  the  title  “Political  Unity  and  the 
Status  of  Peoples”  in  Portugal’s  Stand  in  Africa,  (1962). 

11.  As  an  example  we  can  point  out  the  national  economist  A.  J.  Cardoso, 
who  wrote  in  Angola  Your  Neighbour  (Johannesburg,  1950):  “It  is  a  fact 
commented  upon  by  everybody  that  in  the  Portuguese  colonies,  whether 
localized  in  Africa,  Asia  or  Australasia,  a  peaceful  atmosphere  has  prevailed 
now  for  centuries,  in  startling  contrast  to  the  state  of  affairs  at  present 
observed  in  the  same  continents,  in  territories  governed  by  other  nations. 

“This  fact  is  the  outcome  of  our  policy  of  assimilation  of  native  peoples, 
markedly  realistic  and  based  upon  an  experience  of  long  centuries  of  civilizing 
action  by  means  of  which  we  are  gradually  raising  them  to  our  level  so  that 
in  time  we  will  make  them  all  as  Portuguese  as  the  Portuguese  of  the 
Mother-Country  distinct  from  these  only  in  their  colour  .  .  .”,  from  The 
Imperialism  Reader,  ed.  L.  Snyder  (1962),  p.  497. 

12.  Total 

1950  Population  Civilized  White  Mulattos  Indians  Black 

Angola  4,145,000  135,355  78,826  26,335  30,039 

Mozambique  5,782,000  92,619  48,813  25,165  12,673  4,353 

From  Hailey,  Survey  (1956),  p.  232. 

13.  Besides  Duffy  I  and  II,  cf.  a  good  general  study  by  the  same  author, 
“Portuguese  Africa  (Angola  and  Mozambique) :  Some  Crucial  Problems 
and  the  Role  of  Education  in  Their  Resolution,”  Journal  of  Negro  Educa¬ 
tion  (1961),  No.  3. 

14.  Duffy  II,  p.  176. 

15.  Jos6  de  Almada,  “Portuguese  Colonial  Administration”,  in  Colonial 
Administration  by  European  Powers,  ed.  RIIA  ( 1946),  p.  80. 

16.  Lively  description  in  Davidson,  pp.  250  f. 

17.  Duffy  II,  pp.  15,  186.  Galvao  was  arrested  in  his  attempt  to  build  up 
an  anti-Salazar  organization  in  December  1952,  but  escaped  to  South  America 
in  1959  and  came  to  world  attention  during  the  Santa  Maria  affair. 

18.  Dr.  Fernandes,  chairman  of  the  executive  committee  of  the  National 
Union  in  a  speech  in  Laurenjo  Marques  on  28  October  i960  in  Portugal 
(1961),  No.  1,  p.  23. 
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19.  Davidson  stressed  the  role  of  American  enterprise. 

20.  “Africa  cannot  purely  and  simply  transform  colonial  territories  into 
independent  states.  Africa  cannot  from  its  tribes  construct  a  mosaic  of  small 
republics  without  means  of  independent  life  and  each  incapable  of  living 
with  the  others  around  it.”  Fernandez,  “The  Presence  of  Portugal  in  Africa”, 
Portugal  (1960),  No.  4,  p.  258. 

21.  On  30  June  i960  in  Portugal  (1961),  No.  3,  p.  129.  The  colonial 
minister  Moreira  described  the  riots  in  1961  as  “a  plan  intended  to  destroy 
in  months  a  multi-cultural  and  multi-racial  achievement  that  has  endured 
for  centuries”.  Portugal’s  Stand,  p.  171. 

22.  Augusto  de  Castro,  editor-in-chief  of  Didrio  de  Noticias,  Portugal, 
1961,  No.  4,  pp.  216  f. 

23.  Okuma,  p.  7. 

24.  From  a  speech  by  Moreira  on  28  August  1961.  Portugal’s  Stand, 
p.  185. 

25.  Quoted  in  Okuma,  p.  116. 
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